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NATIONAL REVERSIONARY INVESTMENT 
CO. (LIMITED). 
INSTITUTED 1837. 


Tais Company Purchases Absolute and Contingent Reversions, Life 
Interests and Policies of Assurance on Lives, and makes Loans upon 
these Securities. Proposal Forms may be obtained at the Offices, 

No. 63, OLD BROAD STREET, E.C. 








"108 OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 
THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED. 

SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 

FibeLiry GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 

Bonbs, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





EFAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-Jane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 


IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
x In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 
THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 


ALLIANCE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 


Established 1824. Capital, £5,000,000 Sterling. 
Heap Orriczr: BARTHOLOMEW LANE, LONDON, 
Chairman: RIGHT HON. LORD ROTHSCHILD. 
Loyvow Brancues: 1, 8ST. JAMES’S ST., 8.W.; 63, CHANCERY LANE 
NORFOLK 8T., STRAND; WIGMORE ST.; 3, MINCING LANE, EC. 
Lire anp Fire Insurances at Moperate Rares, 

Life Policies free from Restrictions, with Perfect Security and Liberal Bonuses. 
Special forms of Policies have been prepared to provide for payment of ESTATE DUTIES, 
LEASEHOLD AND SINKING FUND POLICIES. 

Full Prospectuses on application. ROBERT LEWIS, Chief Secretary. 


LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 











W.C.; 








ESTABLISHED 1836. 





FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME =.- - - - = £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - 1,000,000 
BUSINESS IN FORCE -~ - £11,700,000 


THE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar to this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wrruovut Prorrrs. 


The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 





| Age” Premium | Age | Premium | Age | Premium 
| 20 | 178%] 30 £116%,| 40 | £2 10%, 




















£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c.:—Hm. Table of Mortality. 





Duration | 10yrs. | 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. | 40yre 





Amount of Policy | £1,199 | $1,438 | £1,724 | £2,067 | 





Next Bonus as at 3lst December, 1901. 





(Vol, 43.]_ 235 
VOL. XLIII., No. 15. 


The Solicitors’ Journal and Reporter. 


LONDON, FEBRUARY 11, 1899. 


‘ 





*,* The Editor cannot undertake to return rejected contributions, aud 
copies should be kept of all articles sent by writers who are not on 
the regular staff of the JOURNAL. 





Contents. 


COBRENT TOPIOS ...ccesssserresceererseesneess 235 ; Law Srupents’ JOURWAL .21....00.00.s0re 247 
Tur Summons ror Directions 1x Cover 238 | Lagat News 
Possession By A Tenant AT Witt ... 240 | QGovrr Papers 














Reviews 241 | Whorore Ur Noriczs 
CORRESPONDENCE “scovecscccscecscsssencsevesecs 242 | Creprrors’ NOTICES. ......s.escc0ee 
NEW ORDERS, GO, .......sscesses ereersenees 247 | Baweaurroy Notiozs. 


Law Soorerizs 247 








Cases Reported this Week. 


In the Solicitors’ Journal, {The Queen v. Saunders .........s01ss soe 245 
Woods vy. Harrison ........... 242 


Caddick v. Highton and Others ......... 246 eee nee 
De Witte v. Addig0n . essseesseececone AB) = the — aepeey 
Duncan, Re. Terry v. Sweeting......... 244 | OW Ladiat). Inte waited et 233 
Hayles v. Pease and Partners ...,..... 244 | Day, In re. Sprake v. Day.........0+.. 23 


Hyndman vy. Ward ........... .. 246 | Felix Hadley & Co. v. Felix Hadley .., 238 






Sig NII ecineksdioviecs saree 008 See and Another v. Francis ss = 
. . th (Li ones V. Beirmstein ...... cc. erceersceessee 

aie £2 ( ) Ve Sanap...... ae Kuyper’s Policy Trust, Im re......--+:0++ 238 

Moxham v. Grant .1.......000000+5 245 | Mellor v. Tomkinsom ........sessees-ssvee= 240 


Rumboll y. Nunnery Colliery Co. (Lim.) 242 | Mundy and Roper’s Contract, In re ... 226 





CURRENT TOPICS. 


THE ANNIVERSARY festival of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association is fixed for the 16th of June next, at the Hotel 
Métropole, when the chair is to be taken by the Right Hon. 
Cuartes Gasriet Bearz, Lord Mayor of Birmingham. 





THE LEGISLATION foreshadowed in the Queen’s Speech con- 
tains several items of legal interest. The promise of a Bill for 
the regulation of limited companies means, it mey be presumed, 
that the House of Lords Committee will continue its inquiry into 
the uses and abuses of limited liability and the promotion of 
companies. After the opportunities for investigation’ and 
reflection which the committee has had during the last three or 
four years, they ought to be able by this time to report and give 
the Legislature a chance of dealing with the subject in a 
practical manner. The report of the select committee on 
money lending is apparently to furnish the basis for a Bill “ for 
controlling the contracts of money-lenders.” It may be hoped 
that the Government will not adopt the suggestion of the com- 
mittee with respect to permitting money-lending cases to be 
heard in private, and that a practicable way will be discovered 
for saving ordinary commercial loans from the uncertainty 
which will be introduced into money-lending contracts. 
Measures are also promised for ‘‘ enabling local authorities to 
assist the occupiers of sma)l dwellings in the purchase of their 
houses,” and for amending the law in respect to agricul 
holdings. 





We print elsewhere some correspondence relating to the 
effect of the compulsory registration order. It seems to us that 
in this case the official view can hardly be questioned. It is no 
doubt unfortunate, when land purchased is situated 
partly within and partly without a compulsory district, 
that the purchaser must at the least — the 
part within the prescribed area or else sither “forfeit 
the legal eatate or evade the compulsory provisions. Where 
the purchase is effected otherwise with trust money, the 
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veudur to reserve an infinitesimal undivided share. But 
where the purchase is made with trust money there will be 
@ question in each caso whether the purchaser has power 
to make this arrangement. It seems that where land is 

urchased with capital money within the meaning of the Settled 
Land Acts there will be no difficulty in using this mode of 
evasion, for there is power to invest in an undivided share in 
land (Settled Land Act, 1882, ss. 2 (10) (i.), 21 (vii.)). It would 
be most inconvenient if this were not so. Suppose that there is 
a large settled estate of unregistered land, and a few acres of 
land within a compulsory district are purchased and conveyed 
to the uses of the settlement. In this case the incoavenience of 
having to register the land purchased would be even greater 
than in the case in question. Without doubt there are other 
modes of evading the Acts besides that above referred to, but, 
until the system of registration now in force has been proved 
to work satisfactorily, it seems best in the interests of land- 
cwners not to make them public, as Parliament might see fit to 
render them impossible. 





In tue case of Hyndman vy. Ward (reported elsewhere) a 
Divisional Court (LAwrance and CaanneEtt, JJ.) have declined 
to apply, as regards an Irish solicitor employed by an English 
sol citor, the ordinary rule as to the liability of the client which 
prevails when both the solicitors concerned are in this country. 
The common case cf agency, of course, is the employment of a 
town agent, but the same principles are applicable whenever 
one solicitor employs another residing at a distance to assist him 
in tie conduct of a matter. The client is deemed only to 
employ, and to be liable to, the sclicitor whom he actually 
instructs. When this solicitor employs another, the latter 
gives credit to the employing solicitor, who stands to him 
for s»me purposes in the position of client (Zeid v. Burrows, 
1892, 2 Ch. 413), and he cannot suo the lay client for 
the amount of his charges. Cuonsequen*y, if the lay client 
has paid the country solicitor, the London agent has no lien on 
the decuments of the client in his hands: Waller y. Holmes (30 
L. J. Ch. 24). The London agent, said Woon, V.C., in the case just 
cited, is always taken to give credit to the country solicitor, and 
not to his client, of whom he knows nothing. And in Scrace v. 
Whittington (2 B. & C., p. 13) the law with regard to solicitors 
generally was laid down by the Court of King’s Bench in the 
following terms: ‘‘It is a common practice for one attorney to 
do business for another. The attorney for whom the business is 
done generally makes the other some allowance out of the 
profits. The attorney who does the business universally gives 
credit to the attorney who employs him, and not to the client for 
whose benefit it is done.” But this, of course, is an exception 
to the ordinary rule as to the liability of a principal on whose 
behalf a contract is entered into by his agent. The non-liability 
of the client depends upon special custom, and though the 
custom is so well known as between solicitors practising in 
England that the courts take judicial notice of it, it appears 
not to yen as between solicitors practising respectively in 
England and Ireland. In Dyndman v. Ward a London 
solicitor, employed by his client to recover a debt from a debtor 
resident in Belfast, wrote to a solicitor there requesting his 
assistance in the matter. The Irish solicitor recovered a sum 
of money in respect of the debt, but his costs exceeded the sum 
recovered, In the meantime the client, upon ascertaining that 
considerable costs were being incurred, had instructed the 
London solicitor n<t to proceed further, but these instructions 
did not reach the Irish solicitor. It was held that, in the 
absence of a custom such as that recognised between solicitors 
here, the ordinary rule of principal and agent prevailed, and the 
client was liable to the Irish solicitor. 





AS INTERESTING question was raised in the Court of Appeal 
this week in Re Moore Brothers & Co. (Limited) as to the effect 
of a statement in a prospectus that a certain number of shares 
will be taken by the cirectors, The articles of association of the 
company nominated six directors, and provided that the qualifi- 
cation of each director should be the holding of shares or stock 





of the company of the nominal value of £50¢. The capital 
of the company included 1,500 ordinary shares of £20 each, 
and the prospectus stated that the whole of these would be 
taken by the directors, Consequently, only the debenture 
and preference capital were offered for subscription. In the 
winding up of the company, it appeared that four of the 
directors named in the articles were never placed on the register 
as members of the company, and no ordinary shares were ever 
allotted to them. There was a surplus of 367 ordinary shares 
remaining undisposed of. It was natural for the liquidator to 
attempt to place the liability for these shares upon the four 
directors who had never either obtained their qualification or 
assisted to carry out the statement of the prospectus, but before 
putting them upon the list of contributories it was essontial to 
make out on the part of each an agreement to take the shares 
which it was sought to attribute to him. In proceedings before 
Romer, J., the difficulties of the case do not seem to have been 
realized. Three of the directors were placed on the list of con- 
tributories, and no appeal was brought. But a decision of 
Wrieut, J., to the like effect with regard to the fourth has 
resulted in an appeal and in a reversal of the decision. The 
reason assigned by Wricut, J., was that the prospectus was 
evidence, and sufficient evidence, of an agreement by the director 
to take shares. That it was evidence of a sort is possible, but 
clearly it could not by itself prove an agreement. At the most, 
asthe Master of the Rolls pointed out, it indicated an intention 
on the part of the directors to enter into an agreement to take 
shares, but this is a very different thing from the actual agree- 
ment, which alone justifies the placing of a man upon the list of 
contributories. Moreover, even if an agreement was to be 
inferred from the statement in the prospectus, it left quite 
indefinite the a!l-important question how many shares each 
director was to take. The Court of Appeal, therefore, with the 
best will in the world to saddle the director with liability, found 
it impossible to do so. 





Two FrurTHER decisions upon the Workmen’s Compensation 
Act were given by the Court of Appeal last week. In Price v.. 
Marsden § Sons the liability of the employers to pay compensa-. 
tion was undisputed ; the only question was as to how the amount: 
should be ascertained according to the Act. The accident: 
happened on the 28th of September last; the workman had. 
been in the employment of the defendants for considerably, 
longer than a year; up to the 9th of September his wages: 
had been 9s. 6d. a week; after that date he was pro-- 
moted to a higher grade of employment and _ received! 
18s. 8d. a week. The schedule to the Act provides: 
that in cases of total or partial incapacity for work arising: 
from the injury, the compensation to the workman is to be “a 
weekly payment during the incapacity after the second week 
not exceeding 50 per cent. of bis average weekly earnings: 
during the previous twelve months, if he has been so long: 
employed, but if not, then for any less period during which he: 
has been in the employment of the same employer, such weekly’ 
payment not to exceed £1.” To arrive at the weekly payment: 
the county court judge added together forty-nine weeks at 
9s. 6d. and three weeks at 133, 8d., and awarded 50 per cent. 
of the total, the weekly payment thus being 4s. 10d. Tho 
plaintiff contended that the words ‘“‘if he has been so long 
employed” meant ‘‘if he has been so long employed in 
the same capacity,” and that by reason of the alteration 
of the nature or class of the plaintiff's employment on the 
9th of September, his case came within the concludiog words 
of the clause, and the compensation ought to be assessed 
on the basis of his average weekly earnings being 13s. 8d., so 
that the weekly payment would be 63. 10d. The Onurt of Appeal 
affirmed the decision of the county court judge, holding that 
‘if he has been eo long employed” refer merely to employment 
by the same employer and not to employment in the same 
capacity. 





Tue oTrner case (Rumboll vy. Nunnery Colliery Co.) was more 
difficult: the question was whether the injury to the work- 
man was attributable to his own ‘‘serious and wilful mis- 
conduct,” in which case under section 1 (2) (c) of the Act he would 
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_ 
not be entitled to claim compensation. The alleged misconduct 
consisted in the removal by the plaintiff.and other miners of 
certain props and supports which had been set up, by the express 
orders of the ‘‘ deputy ” in the place where the plaintiff was work- 
ing, in order to prevent the fall of a block of stone in the roof : on 
removing these props and supports the workmen substituted a 
single prop, and two hours afterwards the stone fell and 
seriously injured the plaintiff. What the plaintiff and the 
others did was contrary to the general and special rules affecting 
the mine and made under sections 49 and 51 of the Coal Mines 
Regulation Act, 1887, and rendered them liable to be proceeded 
against for offences under that Act. The county court judge 
found that the injury to the plaintiff was not attributable to his 
serious and wilful misconduct. This being a finding of fact, 
could not be interfered with except upon the ground that there 
was no evidence upon which the judge could so find, and it was 
contended that upon proof that the injury resulted from an act of 
the workman done in breach of the statutory rules of the mine 
the judge was bound to find serious and wilful misconduct. The 
Court of Appeal have, however, laid it down that it is not to be 
taken that every violation bya miner of the statutory rules 
applying to a coal mine must necessarily involve ‘‘ serious and 

ilful misconduct” on his part within the meaning of the 
Workmen’s Compensation Act. This is a decision of great 
practical importance, though as a matter of law it is clear that 
all the circumstances must be considered in order to establish 
misconduct. Breaches of statutory rules will be considered with 
the other circumstances, and Rumboll v. Nunnery Colliery Co. 
must not be taken as deciding that breaches of the very im- 
portant regulations for the safety of workers in mines are to be 
considered as immaterial to an inquiry under the Workmen’s 
Compensation Act. 





By virtue of ord. 39, r. 6, of the Rules of the Supreme 
Court, a new trial must not be granted on the ground of the 
improper admission of evidence unless the Court of Appeal is 
of opinion that such admission has involved a miscarriage of 
justice. There is, however, no corresponding principle applic- 
able to criminal procedure; and the Court for Crown Cases 
Reserved has held in the case of Reg. v. Gibson (18 Q. B. D. 
537) that if any evidence not properly admiesible is left to the 
jury, @ conviction is bad and will be quashed, notwithstanding 
that there was other evidence before the jury amply sufficient 
to justify the conviction. This decision was followed by 
the same court last Saturday in Reg. v. Saunders. The 
facts of the case revealed a common type of long firm 
fraud, and 8. was indicted, along with two others, for 
obtaining goods by false pretences, and for conspiracy to 
defraud. One of the prisoners pleaded “ guilty,” the other 
two ‘‘not guilty.” In examination in chief, a police officer 
was asked questions which were objected to by the counsel for 
the defence but allowed by the chairman of quarter eessions. 
The result of these questions and the answers given, according 
to the Lord Chief Justice, was a piece of evidence which was 
equivalent to “I have made inquiries, and as a result I fiad 
that no trade has been done by the prisoners.’ Now, a 


‘witness who gives the result of his inquiries is clearly stating | 


the substance of statements made to him by a number of 
persons. This is hearsay evidence; and the counsel for the 
prosecution, although he argued the point with much 
ingenuity, had a hopeless task before him in trying to 
convince the court that the evidence was admissible. The 
result was that the conviction was quashed, and that a serious 
miscarriage of justice followed, for in the opinion of the judges 
there was ample evidence to justify a conviction apart mh ar 
from that improperly given. If, however, the questions had 
been put to the witness in a different form, it is submitted that 
the effect of the evidence might have been quite legally put 
before the jury. The allegation of fact was that the prisoners 
had pretended to carry on a legitimate trade ata certain place, 
whereas they carried on no such trade, The witness called to 
prove the negative could not properly give the result of his 
inquiries among the other tradesmen of the town—that would 
be giving hearsay evidence, He might, however, have said 


that he had tried to find g person with whom the prisoners had 








done business, and that he had failed to find such a 
Then he would merely be stating his own acts, what he kia and 


what he did not do. From such evidence the jury would 

robably be quite at liberty to draw the conclusion that no trade 
had been dene at the place in question, especially if they 
believed the witness to be a police officer of average ability and 
activity. 





In onz nEsPEcT the above-mentioned case of Reg. v. Saunders 
is probably without a parallel, for the court quashed the con- 
viction of a prisoner whose conviction was not before the court, 
and who had not applied that a case should be stated in his 
interest. Of the two prisoners who pleaded “not guilty,” one 
was defended by counsel, the other was not. The evidence of 
the police officer was equally directed against each; but the 
undefended prisoner, not appreciating the legal point, took no 
objection to the improperly admitted evidence. No questior, 
therefore, affecting the second prisoner was before the High 
Court. Now, section 2 of 11 & 12 Vict. c. 78 expressly 
limits the jurisdiction of the High Court in such cases to 
determining the question or questions reserved for their opinion. 
It goes on, however, to give the court power to make such 
order as justice may require in relation to the indictment on 
the trial of which the questions arose. It might well be argued 
that the statute gives power to make an order only where the 
court’s answer to the question put shews what justice requires. 
But the court interpreted it in a wider sense, and held that they 
had power also to quash the conviction of the second prisoner 
who was tried on the same indictment and convicted on the 
same evidence. This case is a strange peg of some of the 
defects of our criminal system. Here are three men charged 
together with . fraud. One pleads guilty, the ‘others 
are convicted by a jury upon evidence which the court 
was of opinion was sufficient. In spite of these 
facts, one is released by the High Court on his own 
appeal on a mere technicality; another is also released 
on the same technicality, although he did not appeal, and 
probably much to his surprise; while the one who admitted his 
guilt is alone left to serve a term of punishment. It is submitted 
that no injustice could follow if the court was given discretion 
to refuse to quash an indictment because of a mistake in law, 
where in the opinion of the judges the mistake in law had not 
affected the result; or else that in such cases the court should 
have discretion to order a new trial instead of quashing the 
conviction. It is hardly creditable to our law that a criminal 
whose guilt is plain should be able to escape punishment 
entirely merely because counsel for the Crown has framed a 


question indiscreetly. 





By trerr decision on Tuesday last in White v. Headland’s 
Patent Electric Storage Battery Co., the Court of Appeal have 
disposed of a question as to the cosis of actions remitted to 
county courts as to which the reported decisions of two 
Divisional Courts were in direct conflict. It is impossible to 
reconcile the decisions of Day and Lawrancs, JJ., in Bailey v. 
Watson §& Co, (1898, 2 Q. B. 270) with that of Cave and 
Coutis, JJ., in Aeeble v. Bennett (1894, 2 Q. B. 329). In Keeble 
v. Bennett an action to recover £104 was commenced in the 
High Court. The plaintiff proceeded under order 14, and an 
order was made that unless the defendant paid to the ara 
£90 odd within five days, the plaintiff should be at liberty to 
sign judgment for that amount. Liberty to defend was given as 
to the balance of the claim, and the action was transferred to 
a county court. The defendant paid the £90, and before the 
action came on for trial in the county court, he paid the balancs 
claimed into that court. The decision of the Divisional 
Court was that the osunty court judge was right in allowing — 
the plaintifi’s costs to be taxed on Scale C., which applies 
where the subject-matter or the sum recovered exceeds £50, 
and not on Scale A., applicable where the subject-matter or sum 
recovered is less than £20. The ground of the decision was 
that, although the sum actually recovered in the county court was 
about £14 only, the sum recovered in the action was £104. Ta 
Bailey v. Watson & Co, the facts were precisely similar, except 
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that under order 14 the defendant paid £27 and obtained leave 
to defend as to £2, and the action being remitted, judgment for 
this latter sum was obtained at the trial in the county court. 
The county court judge allowed costs on the B. scale, applicable 
to sums between £20 and £50, and Day and Lawrance, JJ., 
held that his decision was wrong. In White v. Headland’s, 
§c., Co. the Court of Appeal have upon similar facts reversed 
the decision of Lawrance and Cuannett, JJ., who followed 
Bailey v. Watson § Co., and have definitely overruled that case 
and approved the decision in Aveble v. Bennett. Ifthe language 
of section 65 of the County Courts Act, 1888, be examined, 
there can be little doubt as to the propriety of the de- 
cision of the Court of Appeal. Under that section in 
certain actions if the whole or part of the demand of the 
plaintiff be contested, the action may be ordered to be tried in 
the county court, “‘and the action and all proceedings therein 
shall be tried and taken in such court as if the action had been 
originally commenced therein ; and the costs of the parties in 
respect of proceedings subsequent to the order . . . shall 
be allowed according to the scale of costs for the time being in 
use in the county courts.” It seems clear that what is 
remitted is the whole action, not the mere balance claimed 
after deducting what the defendant has paid under order 14; 
consequently the application of the county court scales is 
governed by the amount actually recovered (if the plaintiff is 
successful) in the whole action. We have more than once in 
these columns taken exception to the decision in Bailey v. 
Watson § Co,, and it is satisfactory to find that the Court of 
Appeal have restored the rule as to costs established by Keeble 
v. Bennett, By a strange coincidence a Divisional Court (Law- 
RANCE and CuAnneELt, JJ.) was called upon, within an hour after 
the decision of the Court of Appeal, to apply that decision to the 
taxation of a defendant’s costs where he had been successful in 
the county court as to the claim for the balance remaining after 
making payment of the amount required to be paid by him 
under order 14. The court held (in Bradshaw v. Thackray § Co., 
Feb. 7) that the defendant having obtained judgment with costs, 
was entitled to taxation on the scale applicable to the amount 
originally claimed in the action. 





AN EXPERIENCED county court judge (Judge Yars-Lzez) has 
recently advocated in the Zimes an extension of jurisdiction to 
county court registrars, by substituting £10 for £2 as the limit 
of their contentious jurisdiction, and by enabling it to be 
exercised without leave from the judge being first obtained by 
the parties. We cordially concur in this suggestion, which 
accords with views already expressed in these columns. In this 
connection it may be mentioned that, besides contentious jurisdic- 
tion up to £2, a registrar may, even now, “‘ by leave of the judge 
or in case of the judge’s death or unavoidable absence,” dispose 
of all undefended actions of contract in the manner prescribed by 
section 90 of the County Courts Act, 1888; and, moreover, as 
decided by the Court of Appeal in Hooper v. Hill (42 W. R. 
394; 1894, 1 Q. B. 659), he may, where the plaintiff has issued 
a default summons, and the defendant has given notice of his 
intention to set up a defence and counter-claim, strike out such 
counter-claim and give judgment for the plaintiff for the full 
amount of his claim, where the defendant does not appear at 
the hearing. With regard to Judge Yarz-Lezx’s other sugges- 
tion—namely, that the jurisdiction cf county court judges over 

mal actions should be increased from £50 to £100, this 
ikewise harmonises with opinions frequently expressed by us, 
and notably in an article on ‘‘The New Position of the County 
Courts,” which appeared in 1890. 





Mr. Justice Ridley, who is a brother of Sir Matthew White Ridley, the 
Home Secretary, is, rays the St. James’s Gazette, the victim of a good story 
now being retailed with gusto in legal circles. Whilst trying a case at a 
recent assizes in the North of England, his lordship, before passing 
sentence, was reading over the list of previous convictions against the 

mer; and he was surprised to find that he himself had only shortly 
fore sentenced the man in the dock to five years’ penal servitude. Mr. 
Justice Ridley, who was only recently raised to the bench, thought there 
must be some mistake. On the judge asking how it was that the ex- 
convict was at large again so soon, the prisoner replied, ‘‘ I was released by 
your brother,” and then ad7ed with emphasis, “It was a werry 
improper sentence,’’ 





THE SUMMONS FOR DIRECTIONS IN COURT. 


A REPORTED case on the summons for directions is a rara avis, 
because the Court of Appeal is understood to have adopted the 
attitude of severely discountenancing appeals from chambers 
under order 30. Procedure under that most confusing order is 
to be worked out in chambers and not to be made the subject 
of interlocutory appeals. There would be nothing much to 
complain of in this if the order had been drawn in clear terms 
and with some regard to existing rules of court, but seeing that 
it is in direct conflict with a great many other provisions 
which remain unrepealed, and has created more perplexity and 
confusion and more complications in interlocutory procedure 
than any other batch of provisions of recent times, we think 
there is great reason to complain of the barrier raised against 
obtaining reported decisions on disputed points on the summons 
for directions. To thrust this confusing element into the caldron 
of chamber business and leave it there to ‘‘stew in its own 
juice” may help to keep out of public view all the trouble 
it causes, but it tends rather to perpetuate than to mitigate 
that trouble. 

Though the Court of Appeal may thus get rid of the necessity 
of explaining the meaning and defining the limits of order 30, 
the Divisional Court cannot entirely escape that duty as the case 
of Kemp v. Colman (106 Law Times, 267) has shewn. Motions 
for judgment in default of defence under ord. 27, r. 11, have 
to be made in the Divisional Court. This happens to be the 
only point at which order 30 can be brought under the notice of 
that court, and it is surely a remarkable object-lesson on the 
peculiarities of that order that in the case referred to the learned 
judges were forced to the conclusion that in framing order 30 
the Rule Committee must have “overlooked” ord. 27, r. 11 
altogether ! 

To present clearly the point decided in Kemp v. Colman it is 
necessary to have in mind the following extracts from the 
rules : 


Ord. 30, r. 1.—(a) Subject a3 hereinafter mentioned, in every action 
a summons for directions shall be taken out by the plaintiff. 
. . . (8) Such summons shall be taken out after appearance and 
before the plaintiff takes any fresh step in the action other than 
application for injunction, or for a receiver, or for summary judgment 
under order 14, or to enter judgment in default of defence under ord. 
27, r.2 

Rule 8.—In any action to which rule 1 of this order applies, if the 
plaintiff does not within fourteen days from the entry of the defend- 
ant’s appearance take out a summons for directions under this order, 
or for summary judgment under order 14, the defendant shall be at 
liberty to apply to dismiss the action. . . . 

Ord. 27, r.11.—In all other actions than those in! the preceding rules 
of this order mentioned, if the defendant makes default in delivering 
a defence the plaintiff may set down the action on motion for 
judgment. ... 


It will be seen from ord. 30, r. 1 (a) and (d) that a plaintiff 
is absolutely precluded from delivering a statement of claim 
until after he has issued his summons for directions. Delivery 
of a pleading is undoubtedly a ‘‘fresh step in the action,” 
which he is forbidden to take until he has applied for directions. 
Also that if the plaintiff’s claim is for anything more than a 
liquidated demand within ord. 27, r. 2, he cannot obtain judg- 
ment in default of defence until after he has issued his summons 
for directions. He may make ‘‘applicatioa for injunction” 
before obtaining directions, but, though insufficiently expressed, 
this merely means an application for an interlocutory injunction, 
not a judgment for an injunction after pleadings. 

Kemp v. Colman was an action for an injunction. No 
application was made for an interlocutory injunction. The 
defendant appeared and waited for the plaintiff to issue the 
compulsory summons for directions, which the plaiptiff was bound 
to do before “ taking any fresh step in the action.” Instead of 
doing so, however, the plaintiff ignored order 30 altogether, and 
delivered a statement of claim. The defendant took no notice 
of this, and after ten days had expired from delivery of the 
statement of claim, the plaintiff moved for judgment in default 
of defence under ord. 27, r. 11, still ignoring order 30. Theo 
defendant resisted judgment on the ground that the plaintiff 
himself wasin default in not having issued a summons for 
directions in accordance with the peremptory provisions of ord. 
30, r. 1 (supra), and that the statement of claim wasa nullity, 
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because its delivery was a fresh step in the action after appear- 
ance, and therefore contrary to the express provision in ord. 
30, r. 1. 

The plaintiff claimed judgment on two grounds. First, that 
his action being for injunction he was within one of the excep- 
tions in ord. 30,r. 1. This point, however, may be dismissed 
because it was clear, as we have pointed out, that the exception 
referred to only applied to an interlocutory injunction. Secondly, 
that the defendant had no right to ignore the statement of claim, 
for even if the plaintiff had made default in not issuing a 
summons for directions, the defendant had not adopted the 
remedy provided by ord. 30, r. 8 (supra)—namely, applying to 
dismiss the action. 

The court held that the defendant was too late in setting up 
the absence of the summons for directions, He should have 
applied under ord. 30, r. 8, to dismiss the action for the plain- 
tiff’s default, or he should have applied to strike out the motion 
for judgment as irregular. The judges, however, in ordering 
judgment, directed that it should not be drawn up if the 
defendant delivered a defence within seven days. 

It is a curious example of the tortuous and indirect influences 
produced by order 30 on other branches of procedure that the 
primary effect of the above case is to influence the practice on 
entering appearance, with which that order is supposed to have 
no connection, because it only applies “after appearance.” But 
if a defendant enters appearance to a writ for an unliquidated 
demand and does not demand a statement of claim, he is 
bound by ord. 21, r. 7, to deliver his defence within ten 
days from appearance, otherwise he is in default. Since 
order 30 first came into operation the practice of demand- 
ing a statement of claim on entering appearance to a writ 
for an unliquidated claim has fallen into partial disuse. 
It seemed no longer to serve any purpose. The plaintiff 
could not deliver a statement of claim without first apply- 
ing for leave by summons for directions, and he could not 
obtain judgment in default of defence, such a case not being 
within ord. 27, r. 2, which applies only to a liquidated claim 
(see ord, 30, r. 1 (4), supra). ‘The time for defence expires ten 
days from appearance if no statement of claim is demanded. 
But as it appeared that the plaintiff could do nothing at all until 
he had issued his compulsory summons for directions, it seemed 
quite safe for a defendant to enter a simple appearance and wait 
until he was served with the plaintiff's summons. This decision 
in Kemp v. Colman, however, changes ali that, for it indicates 
clearly that if a defendant,commits any default himself he leaves 
it open to the plaintiff to go on with his action without issuing 
any summons for directions. A defendant, therefore, should 
in every case protect himself by demanding a statement of 
claim by his appearance. 

The second effect of Kemp v. Colman is a somewhat startling 
one. Order 30 was clearly intended to compel the plaintiff in 
every action not specially excepted from its operation to apply 
for directions before attempting to proceed with the action to 
trial. It appears, however, from that case that if a defendant 
does not enforce compliance with order 30 by an application 
under rule 8 of that order, or even if he delays doing so, and 
the plaintiff proceeds without any summons for directions to 
deliver pleadings and set down the action, the court will give 
the plaintiff judgment on his pleadings, just as if order 30 had 
never been passed. If this decision is to rule the practice, it is 
obviously open to parties to agree to ignore order 30, and proceed 
without regard to its provisions. We may add, however, that 
though the Divisional Court in Aemp v. Colman actually gave a 
judgment based on this principle, we do not for a moment 
believe that such a practice will be adopted in chambers or 
anywhere else. The compulsory provisions of order 30 are 
enforced in every department of the court, and a plaintiff cannot, 
in any case not excepted from order 30, move in any direction 
with official sanction without producing his order for directions. 
He is refused leave to amend ; he is not permitted to issue any 
ordinary summons or to set down his action for trial. Some 
authority more direct than this case will be required before all 
this new machinery can be set going in an saga direction. 

There is a further point in Kemp v. Colman which, though 


merely ancillary to the question decided, is not without im- 
portance. The appearance of a defendant in an action within 





order 80 is the starting-point of two separate time-fixtures which 
run concurrently, A defendant who has neither received nor 
required a statement of claim must deliver his defeuce within 
ten days from appearance (ord 21, r.7). A plaintiff who fails 
within fourteen days from appearance to issue a summons for 
directions is liable to have his action dismissed (ord. 30, r. 8, 
supra). The time, therefore, for defence expires four days before 
the time for issuing the summons for directions. If the action 
is on a liquidated claim it is within ord. 27, r. 2, and therefore, 
if the defendant fails to deliver a defenca within ten days from 
appearance, the plaintiff may take judgment in default (ord. 30, 
r. 1, supra). But an action like Kemp v. Colman on an unliqui- 
dated claim is not within ord. 27, r. 2, and if the defendant 
makes default of defence the plaintiff cannot take judgment in 
default. He must issue his summons for directions before he 
can take any step whatever. And, moreover, he cannot ask 
on his summons for directions for judgment iu default, because 
there is no power under order 30 to order judgment, but only 
to give directions ‘‘ with respect to all the interlocutory pro- 
ceedings to be taken in the action before the trial”’ (ord. 30, r. 
2). In such an action, therefore, the defendant’s default is 
purely nominal. There is no penalty attached to it, because 
order 30 bars the plaintiff from proceeding under the default 
rules of order 27, which, as the judges mildly expressed it, have 
been ‘‘ overlooked” by the Rule Committee. = 

So much for the rules. Now let us see the precise position 
which exists in such an action on the tenth day after appearance, 
merely premising that we are dealing with a position which occurs 
in a large number of Queen’s Bench actions. On the tenth 
day the defendant must either deliver a defence or commit a 
technical default by waiting for a few days to see what the 
master will order on the summons for directions. Considering 
that the very first question which must be decided on the sum- 
mons for directions is whether or not there shall be any plead- 
ings, it seems an absurdity for the defendant to deliver a 
defence four days before the summons is issued. If the master 
orders “no pleadings,” what becomes of his defence? More 
than that, the defendant is expressly told by ord. 30, r. 4, that 
on the hearing of the summons he “shall apply” for 
any directions he may require. He may therefore ask 
for trial without pleadings, and often does do so. If he 
is to be bound to deliver a defence a few days before 
the master gives directions, how is he to exercise his un- 
doubted right to ask for trial without pleadings? His proper 
course is clearly to wait after appearance until the plaintiff's 
application for directions comes on. There has not been much 
doubt on this point hitherto. But Kemp v. Colman clearly 
suggests that any default of the defendant will operate to free the 
plaintiff from his liability to issue the summons for directions ; 
and if this is to be taken as decisive, a defendant, when 
his time for defence expires before the plaintiff's time for 
issuing a summons for directions, must deliver his defence 
even though by doing so he deprives himself of the right which 
order 30 expressly gives him to ask on the plaintiff's summons 
for directions for any directions as to pleadings or otherwise 
which he may desire. 

The truth is that order 30 with its stringent compulsory pro- 
visions is so badly drafted and so ill-fitted into the existing code 
of rules that it puzzles and confuses every one who has to ad- 
minister it. It obviously puzzled the Divisional Court in Kemp v. 
Colman, for they decided, first, that the plaintiff was entitied to 
final judgment; secondly, that the defendant should be allowed 
to defend the action ; and thirdly, they declared that the Rale 
Committee by ‘overlooking ” order 27 in framing order 30 had 
rendered it ‘‘ difficult to administer ord. 27, r. 11.” The final 
declaration is obviously correct. The rest is inconclusive. 








In the course of a recent trial before the Lord Chief Justice, he took 
occasion to remark that there was growing, and largely growing, in the 
ress of this country a custom of giving publicity to personal paragraphs, 
Te himself had been the subject of one of them. He was represent:d as 
having forced his way through the Horse Guards entrance, and in an 
American paper there appeared a paragraph to the effect that it bad 
recently been his (Lord Russell’s) painful duty in the character of Divores 
Court ju to declare a decree of dissolution of marriage between 
himself and his wife. “I have,’’ continued the Lord Chief Justies, “ only 
one wife, and I am not at present divorced from her,”’ 
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POSSESSION BY A TENANT AT WILL. 


Unpver the Real Property Limitation Acts it is, asis well known, 
dangerous for the owner of property to allow it to be occupied 
rent free, whether from motives of generosity or otherwise. 
The former law looked at the real character of the possession in 
such a case. There was no intention on the part of the 
occupier to set up a title against the owner: his possession, 
consequently, was not adverse to the owner, and the Statute of 
Limitations did not run in his favour. But all this was altered 
by the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833. Provided the 
occupier of land is not a mere bailiff or servant holding on 
behalf of his master, but has an independent possession of 
the property, the intention with which he holds the possession 
is immaterial ; it is only necessary to look at the relation in 
which he stands to the owner, and the date when the statute 
begins to run in his favour is fixed according to the nature of 
this relation. If he is a mere stranger then the statute runs in 
his favour from the date of entry; if he has gained possession 
of the land as tenant then the nature of the tenancy has to be 
determined, and the date for-the commencement of the statute 
is fixed accordingly. In a case of permissive occupation, such 
as that above supposed, the effect is to create a tenancy at will, 
and the rule of limitation in favour of a tenant at will 
accordingly applies. 

The application of this rule, as laid down in section 7 of the Real 
Property Limitation Act, 1833, at first created some difficulty. 
The section provides that, whenever any person shall be in 
possession of jand as tenant at will, the right of the owner to 
recover the land shall be deemed to have first accrued, either at 
the determination of the tenancy or ‘‘at the expiration of one 
year next after the commencement of such tenancy, at which 
time such tenancy shall be deemed to have determined.” It was 
suggested in Randall v. Stevens (2 E. & B., p. 651) that the 
reasonable construction of this enactment would be to hold 
that where there has been no actual determination of the 
tenancy by act of the parties within twenty-one years (now 
thirteen years), it should be deemed to have determined at the 
expiration of the first year, making an occupation of thirteen 
years without payment of rent a bar; but that where there was 
an actual determination of the tenancy within that period, there 
a new right of entry would accrue, and up to the period 
of such determination the statute would not run. “It is 
difficult,” said Lord Campsrtr, CJ., “to contend that, 
universally, every tenancy at will shall be deemed to have 
expired by operation of law at the expiration of one year after 
its commencement.” But this view was opposed to that adopted 
in the earlier case of Doe v. Turner (7 M. & W. 226), and it has 
not prevailed since. In Doe vy. Turner A.in 1817 let B. into 
poseession of land as tenant at will, and in 1827 the tenancy was 
determined by the act of A. A. brought ejectment in 1839, but 
it was held that this was too late. His right of action first 
accrued at the expiration of one year from the commence- 
ment of the tenancy at will—i¢., in 1818, and it was 
barred in 1838. Upon the determination of the tenancy, 
B., in the absence of any othér circumstance, became 
tenant at sufferance, aud there was nothing to check the 
statute which was already running in his favour. To produce 
this effect it was necessary that there should either be an actual 
resumption of possession by A. or the creation of a frosh tenancy 
between him and b. The creation of a new tenancy, it was 
held, in the case under consideration, would have the result that 
the lesscr could bring no action until the new tenancy was 
determized, and a new trial was directed in order to have the 
question of the creation of a new tenancy specifically submitted 
toa jury. In Day v. Day (L. R. 3 P. CO, p. 760) the Privy 
Council adopted the same construction of section 7 as in Doe v, 
Turner, and it is now placed beyond doubt. 


—— 





The statute runs | 


irom the date of the accrual to the owner of a right of action to 
recover the land. This right accrues at latest at the end of a. 


_Jear from the commencement of the tenancy at will, though 
it may accrue sooner by the actual determination of the tenancy. 


Is follows that when there has been a thirteen years’ possession | 


of premises under a tenancy at will, without any written acknow- 
ledgment of the lessor’s title, the lessor or those claiming under 
him cannot avoid the effect of the statute save by ehe wire that 


at some time during the tenancy he resumed possession, or that 
there was a determination of the original tenancy and the creation 


of a fresh one. In the case of Dos v. Turner, referred to above, 
it appeared that the lessor in 1827 entered upon the land 
without the consent of the tenant, and cut and carried away 
a quantity of stone from a quarry on the estate; but he did 
not further interfere with the tenant’s possession. It was 
held that this was a sufficient assertion of the lessor’s 
right of entry to determine the tenancy at will, though 
it did not amount toa resumption of possession, and by itself, 
as already stated, it did not stop the statute from continuing to 
run in the tenant’s favour. Upon the second trial, however, the 
jury found that a fresh tenancy at will was created, and this 
finding was supported in the Exchequer Chamber; Zwrner v. 
Bennett (9 M. & W. 643). It is to be noticed that an entry on 
the land by the owner, accompanied by merely formal assertion 
of ownership on his part, is not such a resumption of possession 
as to stop the statute. In Doe v. Coombes (9 O. B. 714) 
a trespasser enclosed a small portion of the waste of a 
manor and built a hut thereou. Within the period of 
limitation the incroachment was presented at the lord’s 
court. The lord with the steward then went to the 
premises, and in the presence of the occupier’s family 
stated that he took possession, and he directed a stone to be 
taken out of the wall of the hut and a portion of the fence 
removed. No further act was done on the part of the lord. It 
was held that this was only a formal entry and was inoperative. 
‘‘The making an entry,” said CressweL, J., ‘ amounts to 
nothing unless something is done to divest the possession out of 
the tenant and revest it in fact in the lord.” 

In Randall y. Stevens (supra) this change in the actual 
possession was accomplished, and though it was only temporary, 
the statute was checked. A pauper had been put into 
possession of a cottage by the overeeers, without payment of 
rent. Before the period of limitation had expired, they entered 
and turned out himself and his family and removed nearly the 
whole of his furniture and goods. Shortly after, on the same 
day, he resumed possession of the cottage. His occupation, 
however, had been interrupted, and a new right of action had 
accrued to the overseers. 

The effect of the occasional interference by the landlord with 
property in the occupation of a tenant at will has been recently 
considered by a Divisional Court (Lawrance and CHANNELL, 
JJ.) in Lynes v. Snaith. The devises under the will of a 
testator who was the owner of a cottage brought ejectment 
against an occupier, the daughter-in-law of the testator, who 
had been allowed by him to live in the cottage rent free for more 
than thirteen years. During this occupation he from time to 
time entered and did repairs to the house. There was no 
evidence that the repairs were done either at the request or 
against the will of the defendant. The county court judge 
held that each entry to do repairs amounted to a deter- 
mination of the tenaucy, but that such determination was on 
each occasion followed by the creation of a new tenancy 
by implication. Whether such implied tenancy would be sufli- 
cient to stop the statute is doubtful, but in the Divisional Court 
this point did not arise, .nasmuch as it was held that the land- 
lord’s entry did not determine the tenancy. Since it was not 
shewn to be against the will of the occupier, the iuference was 
that it was with her consent. It did not operate as a resumption 
of possession by the landlord, not did it in any way interfere 
with the tenancy. Consequently there was a0 need to do more 
than reckon the thirteer. years from the commencement of the 
tenancy at will, and this period having elapsed, the dovisee’s title 
was barred. 








It is stated that Sir L. ‘A. Kershaw, Chief Justice of Bombay, is 
dangerously ill, sufferiug frcm heart disease, with complications. 


On the 3rd inst. Mr. Justice Brewer, of the Supreme Court of thie 
United States (one of the ar! itrators in the Veneziela boundary dispute), 
visited the Court of Appeal, and was accommodated with a seat on the 
bench between Lord Justice A. L. Smith and Lord Justice Chitty. 


It is stated that a strike o' members of the lega) profession has occurred 
at Alicante. The solicitors :.nd barristers, having vainly sought to procure 
the d e+ of a judge wh: se conduct they reprehended, have refused to 


aonen oof weure 








ie ae. ie te ie 


~“— -—- oo «A. 









SE aS. lr 


is 


1G 


od 








Feb. 11, 1890. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 





te 





REVIEWS. 
THE LAND TRANSFER ACTS. 


TuE LAND TRANSFER Acts, 1875 AND 1897. Wirn A CoMMENTARY 
ON THE SECTIONS OF THE AcTs, AND INTRODUCTORY CHAPTERS 
EXPLANATORY OF THE ACTS AND THE CONVEYANCING PRACTICE 
THEREUNDER. ALSO THE LAND REGISTRY RULES, FoRMS, AND 
Free ORDER, ORDERS IN CouNncIL FoR CoMPULSORY REGISTRA- 
TION, &C.; TOGETHER WITH FoRMS OF PRECEDENTS AND MODEL 
ReaisTers, &c. By C. ForTEscvuE BrickpDAtz, Chief Assistant 
Registrar at the Land Registry, and WILLIAM RoperT SHELDON, 
Barristers-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Tue LAND TRANSFER AcTs, 1878 AND 1897, AND RULES AND 
ORDERS THEREUNDER, WITH NOTES AND FoRMS AND PRECEDENTS 
ADAPTED FOR USE UNDER THE Acts. By BENJAMIN LENNARD 
Cuerry, LL.B., and HaAarotD WALTER Maricoxp, M.A., both of 
Lincoln’s-inn, Barristers-at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 
These are both good books, the products of great consideration and 

care, and both pervaded with an anxious desire to help practitioners 
to comprehend the practical working of the new system of land 
transfer. We incline to think that the lawyer who wishes to under- 
stand it will do well to possess both volumes, since the authors approach 
the subject from different points of view. Mr. Brickdale and his 
colleague are naturally inclined to look upon the scheme of 
the Land Transfer Acts with favour and to minimize the difficulties 
which are likely to arise in its working, while Messrs. Cherry and 
Marigold regard the scheme from an independent standpoint, and 
are not slow to point out its defects. In neither case, however, is 
this tendency carried to an unreasonable or unfair length, and the 
reader who consults these two books on any matter of doubt will, by 
comparing the comments of the authors, be able to form a fairly 
correct judgment. 

Messrs. Brickdale and Sheldon’s book opens with a ‘“‘ Summary of 
the Acts” as regards registration of title, dealing practically inter alia 
with the first registration of land. The subject is conveniently 
arranged in chapters relative to first registration, effect of registration 
and powers of registered proprietors, and how to protect land from 
adverse registrations. With regard to first registration with a posses- 
sory title, it is satisfactory to learn (p. 9) that ‘‘ in the { majority of 
cases, if a competent person attends at the registry to deliver the appli- 
cation, the entries [in the register] can be drafted and settled on the 
spot, and the land certificate issued forthwith,” but in order to obtain 
this it will be advisable, before preparing the conveyance, to commu- 
nicate with the Map Department of the Registry for assistance in 
framing the description by plan or otherwise of the land conveyed. 

This is followed by a Part on Procedure and Practice, in which 
the mode of sale and mortgage of registered land is treated of in 
relation to the successive stages of contract, evidence of title, prepara- 
tion of conveyance or mortgage, searches, completion, and 
registration. As to the mode of completion, a question which has 
exercised a good deal many persons familiar with the system, 
the authors say (p. 35) that “for purchasers who desire 
absolute protection [as surely most purchasers do], the following 
courses are open: (1) To complete at the registry. (2) To deposit 
the purchase-money with an independent —solicitor, no 
public, or banker—to hold for both parties until the safe completion of 
the registration. (3) To require the vendor to procure the purchaser’s 
registration first, and to complete the purchase on production of a 
land certificate issued in the purchaser’s name.”’ But, as the authors 
point out, if either of these methods is to be insisted on, it should be 
expressly stipulated for in the purchase contract. Then succeeds a 
chapter on missions on Death. As to this, it is stated that 
where the deceased proprietor was entitled for his own benefit, his 
executor or administrator will be entered on the register as 
“executor” or ‘‘ administrator’? only, and ‘‘as long as he remains 
so entered, no note of liability to death duty will be entered, and 
purchasers from him will not be concerned to inquire in regard to it.” 
We venture to question whether this is clearly so with regard to 
estate duty under the Finance Act, 1894. 

There follow some useful practical dissertations on details of 
conveyancing practice, arranged under the heads of the different classes 
of instruments, nineteen in number. The section relating to contracts 
and conditions of sale deserves careful perusal. These dissertations 
are followed by the Acts and Rules elaborately annotated, and there 
is a schedule of precedents, relating (except as regards contracts and 


conditions of sale) largely to documents to be used in the Land 


7. 


essrs, Cherry and Marigold’s book commences with an intro- 


duction explaining with conciseness and clearness the principle of 
the Acts, the machinery set up for giving effect to the new system, 
and the powers of a registered proprietor. Among many other 
suggestions, the authors point out that the printed forms of 
transfer do not contain any receipt clause, and that there is no express 
power to indorse a receipt ; hence, if modification is not permitt 4 in 
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this respect, separate conveyances will, in nearly every case, he 
uired. With regard to regi they say (p. 19) that 
“the intention of the Acts is to confer on the proprietor of a registered 


charge powers similar to those incidental to an ordinary mortgage ; 
no doubt there are difficulties and omissions, but as a whole it is 
submitted that in simple transactions, and where a lump sum pes et 
be advanced a registered charge will be found to rd a 

security. As to how far the system of regi charges will be adopted 
must depend largely on what stipulations are allowed to be inserted.” 
On the question, however, of further advances, the authors have a 
good deal to say which may be very tably considered. In fact 
the whole of this introduction deserves the attentive of anyone 
who desires to obtain a clear view of the scheme of the Acts. 

The Acts and Rules follow, with notes explaining the object and 
effect of their provisions, and by an excellent system of cross-refer- 
ences directing the reader to other provisions bearing on the subject. 
The notes on the real representative sections of the Act of 1897 are 
particularly helpful with regard to the difficulties — in the con- 
struction of these badly-drafted provisions. We can hardly — 
too highly the mode in which these Tetons are discussed. the 
notes to the other sections of the and Rules which we have 
consulted we have found the provisions explained with care and 
completeness. 

Chapter 6 contains a collection of precedents of contracts and 
conditions of sale, conveyances of regis land, conve by 
real representatives, equitable mortgage of registered land, an 
settlement of registered land, which are alone worth the whole cost 
of the book, and in Part III, there is given a collection of official forms 
for use in the Registry. 

The book is likely, we think, to take its place as one of the standard 
treatises on the Land Transfer Acts. 
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City of Leeds. Stevens & Sons (Limited); Sweet & Maxwell 
(Limited). Price 20s. 


The Yearly Supreme Court Practice, 1899: being the Judicature 
Acts and Rules, 1873 to 1898, and other Statutes and Orders relating 
to the Practice of the Supreme Court, with the Ap te Practice of 
the House of Lords With Practical Notes. By M. Murr Mackenzie, 
B.A., a Bencher of Middle Temple; 8. G. Lusuineron, M.A., 
B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law ; JoHN CHARLES Fox, a Master of the 
Supreme Court. Assist+d by C,G. 8. McALESTER, ARCHIBALD READ, 
B.A., and Bruce L. Ricumonp, M.A., Barristers-at-Law. In Oue 
Volume (the Thin Edition). Butterworth & Co. 


The Annual County Courts Practice, 1899. Founded on Pollock, 
Nicol’s, and Heywood’s Practices of the County Courts. Edited by 
Witt1am Crcit Suyty, Q.C., LL.B. a a e of County 
Courts. Two Volumes. Sweet & Maxwell (Li ited) ; Stevens & 
Sons (Limited). 

The Law of Succession, Testamen and Intestate. By W. 5. 
HoitpswortH, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law, and C. W. 
a B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). Price 
10s. 6d. 








The World says that the persistent demand for an iucrease iu the judicial 
staff is about to be met by the appointment of one additional judge. 


The members of the Western Circuit will entertain Mr. Justice 








Bucknill at a complimentary dioner in honour of his elevation to the 
bench, at the Café Monico, on Thursday, the 23rd of March, Mz, 
Pitt.Lewis Q.% T-ate~ of the circuit, in the chair, 
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— 
CORRESPONDENCE, 
COMPULSORY REGISTRATION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 

Sir,—We enclose herewith a copy of a correspondence which has 
taken between ourselves and Mr. Brickdale, the Registrar of the 
Land istry, as we think it will be useful for members of the pro- 
fession to see the view.taken at the Land Registry in cases referred to 
in our letter. Sprer & Sons. 

53, New Broad-street, Feb. 7. 


The following are te letters referred to by our correspondents : 
January 31st. 

Sir,—We observe by the Order in Council that compulsory registra- 
tion applies at present in the parishes of Hampstead, St. Pancras, 
St. Marylebone, and St. George’s, Hanover-square. We are concerned 
in a property which is situate partly in the parish of St. Pancras and 

in the parish of Bloomsbury; we should be glad to know 
whether in your opinion the Order in Council applies to such land ?— 

Yours truly, (Signed) SpyeEr & Sons. 

The Registrar, under the Land Repistention Act, 
6, Portugal-street, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
Land Registry, 
34, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, W.C., 
February 2nd, 1899. ; 

Gentlemen,—-In reply to your letter of the 31st of January, I beg 
to state that the fact of part of a property lying outside a parish 
named in the Order in Council would not seem to affect the applica- 
tion of that order to the other part. 

The usual course in such cases appears to be to register the whole, 
stating under which of the parishes you would wish the property to 
be entered—see rule 9—which applies equally where only one of the 
parishes is in a compulsory ares.—Yours faithfully, 

C, F, BRICKDALE. 


Messrs. Spyer & Sons. 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 


RUMBOLL +. NUNNERY COLLIERY CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 4th Feb. 


Masrez axp Sexvant—Emriovers’ Lianmirry—Accipentat Iniveres— 
Sextovs axp Witrci Misconpvct—Breacn or Cortieny Rutes—Coar 
Receuiation Act, 1887, ss. 49, 60—Wonrxmen’s ComPEeNsATION 

Act, 1897, s. 1 (2) (ce). 

This was an appeal from the award of the deputy-judge of the Sheffield 
County Court ia an arbitration under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 
1897. Tce workman who claimed compensation was a miner in the 
employment of the Nunnery Colliery Co., the owners of mines subject to 
the provision: of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 1887. While he was 
working as one of a gang in a mine b:longing to the company, it was dis- 
covered that a ma: of stone suxpended from the roof of the place where 
the work was going on con+tituted a sourc2 of danger, and the men were 
ordesed by the deputy to make the roof secure by putting up two props 
and abar to support the stone. Some hours later it was found to 
impossible for truck~ to pass the place in question, in consequence of the 
way being blocked by the two props, and accordingly, in the absence of 
the deputy, the applicant aud some of the other men removed the bar and 
two Poke and eubstitut<d for them a single prop, which they placed im- 
mediately under the stone. ‘Ise work then proceeded, and soon afterwards the 

tome gave way and fell on the applicant and crushed bis leg. The colliery 
company resisted the claim on the ground that the injury was attributable to 
the serious and wilful misconduct of the workman within the meaning of 
section 1, sub-section 2 (,0f the Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897. 
They sought to bring the ce within the eub-tection by shewing that the 
applicant was at the time of the accident guilty of breaches of several of 
tue rules app! ing to the colliery, and they relicd on rules 4, 7, and 21 of 
the genera ce comtained in section () of the Coal Mines Regulation Act, 
156), and om certain of the special rules prescribed for the Nunnery 
Collieries. They contended that the applicant was guilty of serious 
apA wilful misconduct in removing the original props and also in 
combtiauing to work under the stone after they had been removed. 
The county court judge found that the applicant had not been guilty 
of serious and wirfal misconduct, and made an award in his favour. 
The oanpany appesicd. It was argued on their behalf that the rules, 

and rpecal, were very stringent and imposed many obligations, 
uh oly on mine-ownets, but also om workmen, and that every violation 
Of them was an Seme against the Act, and by section W&) every person 
who wilfully «nnmitted an fence against the Act was liable to imprison- 
ment, It anild wt be denied, thereture, that the Legislature intended to 
treat any violation A these rules as serions mixconduct. On the uncontra- 
dicted evidence it was Clear that the licant’s injury was not caused 
nerwise than by bis own serious and wital misoomAuct, 

Tas Cwer (A. L. Barrn, Cnerri, and Corsss«, L455.) dismi-cel the 


apy el 


A. L, Surru, L.J., said the court could not say as a matter of law that 
every breach of any of the general or special rules established for the 
regulation of coal mines constituted serious and wilful misconduct within 
the meaning of section 1, sub-section 2 (¢), of the Workmen’s Compensa- 


tion Act, 1897. It was necessary in each case to look at the particular 
circumstances. Here the county court judge had arrived at the finding of 
fact that the applicant had not been guilty of serious and wilful mis- 
conduct, and this court could not interfere with that finding. 

Currry and Couns, L.JJ., concurred.—CovunseEL, Ruegg, o C., and 7. £. 
Ellison ; Etherington Smith. Soutcrrors, Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, for Parker 
Rhodes, § Co., Rotherham ; Geare, Son, § Pease, for Fairburn, Sheffield. 

(Reported by F. G. Rucker, Barrister-at-Law. ) 


WOODS v. HARRISON. No. 2. 28th Jan. 


Receiver — Eeviraste Execution — Caarce on LANp — ReverstIonany 
InrerEsT—Sate or Reverston—Jvnispicrion—l & 2 Vicr. c. 110— 
Jvupements Act, 1864 (27 & 28 Vicr. c. 112), 8. 1 
Appesl from North, J. A new and important point arose as to whether, 

by the appointment of a receiver, reversionary interests in land could be 
regarded as having been actually delivered in execution. Henry Gresham, 
by his will dated the lst of July, 1895, left all the residue of his estate 
to his wife for life and after her death to Sarah. Harrison and Barbara 
Bottomley iu equal shares, and appointed John Woods his executor. The 
te:tator died on the 2nd of July, 1895. The executor brought an action 
against the legatees to have the wi!l established, and on the 10th of July, 
1896, a declaration was made that the will had been duly proved in solemn 
form. Judgment was entered for the plaintiff with costs. On the 14th of 
January, 1897, an order was made on the defendants to pay to the 
plaintiff within seven days the taxed costs of the action, amounting to 
£122 3s. 7d. Mrs. Harrison was a widow with no property whatever. 
Mrs. Bottomley was a married woman having no separate estate, her 
husband being a gardener in the receipt of £1 a week as wages. The only 
property available for the payment of the costs was the revercionary 
interest of the two ladies in the real estate devised by the te:tator (worth 
about £640) subject to the life interest of Mrs. Gresham. On the applica- 
tion of Woods on the 12th of April, 1897, an order was made by the Probate 
Division appointing a receiver to receive the rents and profits of the testator’s 
real estate without prejudice to the rights of any prior incumbrancers. Then 
Woods presented a petition, intituled in the matter of the Act 1 & 2 Vict. c. 
110, the Act 27 &28 Vict. c. 112, the Act 44 & 45 Vict. c. 41, and in the 
matter of Sarah Harrison and Barbara Bottomley, asking that the 
reversionary interests of Mrs. Harrison and Mrs. Bottomley, which had 
been delivered in equitable execution, might be sold, and the proceeds 
paid to the petitioner on account of what was due to him under his judg- 
ment of the 10th of July, 1896. North, J., dismissed the petition, with 
costs, to be set off against those due to the petitioner by the respondents 
under the order of the 14th of January, 1897. Woods appealed. 

Tur Covrr (Lixpey, M.R., and Riesy and Vavenan Witiiims, L.JJ.) 
dismissed the appeal. 

Lixpoey, M.R.—It is obvious to us all that, however desirous we may be 
to do what the appellant asks us to do, we have no power to help him. I 
am rather sorry that that should be the case, for if we could do this, we 
would. The question is whether he can, whiltt the defendants’ interests 
are reversionary, obtain a eale of their estates. I am going to assume for 
the moment that the order obtained from the Probate Court appointing a 
receiver is unobjectionable. The order is by no means nugatory. I take 
it that if these ladies were to sell, or attempt to cell, their reversions, and 
Mr. Woods were to know of that, he could stop it; for that order would 
operate surely as an injunction against these ladies obtaining the money, 
so that the order is by no means worthless ; but it is not a charge. What 
we are asked to say is—first, that under the order for payment of costs 
there is a charge ; and, eecondly, that in consequence of the appointment 
of a receiver the land of these ladies has been actually delivered in execu- 
tion. The question whether there is a charge depends on 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, 
and from that I should have eaid, if it had not been qualified by a 
subsequent statute, that Mr. Woods clearly had a charge ; but then comes 
the Judgments Act, 1864, s. 1, which very materially modifies the opera- 
tion of the former Act. It says: ‘‘No ja ent, statute, or recognizance 
to be entered up after the passing of this Act shall affect any land (of 
whatever tenure) until such land shall have been actually delivered in 
execution by virtue of a writ of elgit or other lawful authority, in 
pursuance of such judgment, statute, or recognizance.” It is inconsistent 
with the judgment being a charge. I agree that the words ‘writ of 
clegit or other lawful authority ’’ would include an order such as this, 
appointing a receiver ; but we cannot say that the land which these ladies 
have no present right to postess can be regarded as having been actually 
delivered in execution. e cannot stretch the words in order to do what 
we think is justice. The same difficulty arose in the cases cited to us: 
Re Hamilton (34 W. R. 208, 31 Ch. D. 201) and Cadman v. Cadman (35 
W. R. 1, 33 Ch. D. 397). Haviog regard to thore cases, we are asked to 
make an order which we have no juriediction to make. ‘There is nothing 
in any of the caves cited which conflicts with this view. In none of them 
was this point before the court, aud though, perhaps, /’? Cooper (37 W. R. 
380) and Ite Jones (W. N. (1895) 123) might be favourable to the appellant's 
contention, I doubt whether they were decisions — reversionary 
interests at all, They are eo reported that I cannot tell whether at the 
time when the applications were made the interests in question were 
reversionary or not. But passing this over, there is no authority to justify 
| us in upsetting the order of North, J., and this appeal must therefore be 
| dismissed with costa. 
| Kiowy, L.J., was of the same opinion, and added that in Le Cooper (ubi 
' supra) there was nothing to justify the suggestion that a roversionary 
' juterest wag being dealt with. 
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Vavenan Wiis, L.J., agreed, and called attention to a case which 
had not been cited in argument, Macnicoll v. Parnell (35 W. R. 778). 
That case did not deal with interests in land at all, and no sufficient 
precent interest in land was constituted as to justify an otder appointing a 
receiver for the purpose of taking reversions in execution. Appeal dis- 
missed.—CounseL, W. H. St : S ad. Soxicrrors, Clinton ¢ Co., 
for F. G@. Tweed, Gainsborough; Fred, Hatton, for C. T. Rhodes, Halifax. 


{Reported by W. Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


DE WITTE ». ADDISON. No. 2. 3rd, 6th, and 7th Feb. 


Unpbve Invivence—Fatuer anp Cu1tp>—Morreace ny Cuitp To STRANGER 
to Ratse Monry rox Faruer—Bvurpen or Proor—Morteacer Takine 
with Norice or THE OCrrcumMstaNces—ARSENCE OF INDEPENDENT ADVICE— 
Same Soricrror Actinc ror Fatuer AND CHILD, AND FoR MortrGacEr— 
Dury or Sucn Soricrrorn—Larse or Time—Famity TRANSACTION, 


This was an appeal from a decision of Romer, J., setting aside as 
obtained by undue influence and void against the plaintiff, Miss Florence De 
Witte, a mortgage granted by her in 1878 to Colonel Addison and Mr. 
Emmet, jun. The proceedings were brought in the name of the 
plaintiff, who was of unsound mind, at the suggestion of the Master in 
Lunacy. 

Gas Cover (Linviey, M.R., and Ricny and Vauewan Wiuiams, L.JJ. ; 
Vaucuan WiuiaMs, L.J., dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

Lrypiey, M.R., said: This case bas been of a painful character, and 
has been extremely ably argued by Mr. Neville. But I must say I am not 
convinced by his argument that this transaction can stand, and I think 
the decision appealed against is correct. The appeal is by Colonel 
Addicon against a decision of Romer, J., holding that a certain indenture 
of mortgage dated the 2lst of December, 1878, and made between the 
plaintiff, Miss Florence De Witte, who at that date was under twenty- 
three years of age, Colonel Addison, and two other persons, is void as 
against the plaintiff, and ought to be set aside, except so far, if at all, as it 
may be necessary to secure the money expended for the benefit of the 
plaintiff. An inquiry was added, at the request of Colonel Addison, 
whether any and what psrt of the mortgage money had been expended for 
the benefit of the plaintiff. I do not think anything turns on that 
inquiry, and I shall say no more aboutit. The real question in the 
csse is whether this mortgage, which is one to three trustees, Colonel 
Addison, Mr. Emmet, jun., and another perron, ought to be set 
aside. The case is a painful one, tecause it discloses the history of a 
spendthrift father ruining himself and his daughters, and the daughters 
coming this assistance at a time when they were very young, two being 
under twenty-one and two just over thatage. There was an attempt on 
the part of the daughters to rave him, which, indeed, in one senso 
succeeded, because the bankruptcy which threatened him was avoided. 
Now, this transaction is not a transaction simply between the father and 
the daughters. If it had been the case would have been plain, and there 
would have been nothing in it at all. But Colonel Addison was not a 
member of the family ; he was a person lending money to the daughters, or 
to Miss Florence, upon the security of her reversionary interest. If Colonel 
Addison could be regarded as a purchaser for value without notice, then also 
the case would be easy. But, in order to say whether he can or cannot, it 
is necessary to consider how he came to lend the money. The mortgagor 
was Miss Florence De Witte. She was a young lady, as I said, just under 
twenty-three years of age, and was liviog with her father. She had one 
si-ter a livtle younger than herself, but still over age, aud two others who 
were girls under age, all living with their father. The father was in very 
impecunious circumstances. He had very yt | mortgaged his life estate 
—for he had a life estate in the same property of which his daugh‘ers were 
reversioners—so that iustead of about £6,000 a year, which was his 
income at the outset, what remained was only about £500 a year. Mr. 
Emmet, sen., was a trustee of the settlement under which the father 
wis tenant for life and the daughters reversioners. He was thus not only 
solicitor for the father, but trustee for the daughters. He was; also 
mortgegee of the father’s life estate. He was, unfortunately, the only 
advicer of the daughter, and be took this matter in hand on the 
instructions of the futher before the daugh'‘er knew anythin 
at all about it. The lenders of the money were Colone 
Addison and Mr. Emmet, jun., who were tru.tees (I say nothi 
about Mr. Weatherby, because he died long ago end has droppec 
out of the matt:r). Is is not immaterial to bear in mind that Colonel 
Addison and Emmet, jun., were joint tenants of their trust fund. It did 
not belong to Colon:] Addison; he had no equitable ownership at all of 
the fund out of which the advance was made. The two tru-tees were 
jvintly «nt tled to the money they advanced az co-trustees and co-lenders. 
Emmet, jun., was in partncrship wita his father, Emmet, sen., and he, 
Kamet, jun , obviously knew as much about the real state of things a3 his 
father did. Mr. De Witte’s rolicitors were Emmet & Son, and it is 
impossible not to see that Emmet, juv., know all the facts as a part of bis 
busine 's ag a solicitor, Now, if he kuew all the facts which made this an 
impsachable trans.ction, it is extremely difficult to say that Colonel 
Aidison is in a better posifion than Emmet, jun, If it had so hap- 





pened that Emmet, juv., and not Colonel Addison, had been the 
surviving trustee, | think this case wou'd have been extremely clear; 
and, owing to the circumstances I have pointed out, the position of 
Colocrel Addison is such that he cannot be arded as a lender for 
value without notice, The relation botween Colonel Addison and Emmet, 


jun., makes the case of Beindrigge ¥. Browne (20 W. R. 782, 18 Ch. D, 188) 
quite inapplicable, because there the parties were represented by separate 
solicitora, and here they were not. Emmet & Son acted both for the father 
and for the lenders, and for the girls, The father, being over head and 
care in debt and being in want of money, went to Emmet & Son and asked 
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them to assist him out of his troubles. The matter was arranged, and’ 
instructions were given by the father, before the daughters were com- 
municated with at all by any man. The arrangement come 
to was this. The daughters, who had already assisted their father to a 
very considerable extént by raising an annuity for their own support in 
1872, agreed to raise a further sum of £3,800—£1,000 being raised by 
Florence, and £2,800 her sister who was of age. According to a 
very important letter, dated the 1st of January, 1879, it seems also 
to have been contemplated that the father should assign his life 
interest to his daughters, and should further secure their advance by a 
policy of assurance upon his own life. That seems to have been 
part of the arrangement, but unfortunately that part was never carried 
out. The only person who saw the daughters on the subject, and 
explained to them the position of affairs, was Mr. Emmet, sen., who was 
instructed by the father. The present plaintiff, a young !ady, not, of course, 
accustomed to legal matters, and, as says in one of her letters, hardly 
understanding the case, suggested that her aunt, Mrs. Thompson, should. 
go with her to Emmet & Son’s office. Mrs. Thompson was the only 
other person who had any opportunity of advising the plaintiff. Miss 
Florence did mortgage her reversionary interest to Colonel Addison 
and Emmet, jun., for £1,000, which went, of course, to pay her father’s 
debts. That transaction, however, did not stand alone, but was part of 
alarger one. A further sum of £1,700 was advanced by these trustees: 
the transaction was carried out as arranged to that extent. Let us 
see whether it is possible to uphold that transaction. Seeing that 
Colonel Addison knew what he did, this is not a case of constructive 
notice. On the evidence I cannot doubt that Colonel Addison 
actually knew the facts, so far at least that he knew that these 
girls were living with their father, and were going to assist their father. 
For the rest, I attach little importance to the advice of Mrs. Thompscn. 
The proposed mortgage was part of a complicated business, and she would 
no more understand it than the girl herself, except co far a; it was 
explained to her. Let us see, then, whether, on the authoritie:, it can 
porsibly be supported. In Archer v. Hudson (7 Beav. 551) Lord Langdale 
said: ‘‘ Nobody has ever asserted that there cannot be a pecuniary 
transaction between a parent and a child, the child being of age, but 
everybody will affirm in this court that if there be a pecuniary transaction 
between parent and child just after the child attains the age of twenty-one 
years, and prior to what may be called a complete ‘ emancipati®n,* 
without avy benefit moving to the child, the presumption is that an 
undue influence has been exercised to procure that liability on the 
part of the child, and that it is the buriness and the duty of 
the party who endeavours to maintain such a transaction to shew 
that that presumption is adequately rebutted. - + The court does 
not interfere to prevent an act even of bounty between parent and child, 
but it will take care . . . that euch child is placed in euch a position 
as will enable bim to form an entirely free and unfettered judgment, inde- 
pendent altogether of any sort of control.’’ As regards Colone! Addison’s 
position, Mr. Neville relied what Fry, L.J. (then Fry, J.), 
said in Bainbrigge v. Browne (ubi supra). There a suit was instituted for 
the purpose of setting aside a mor made by a child toa st for 
the benefit of the father, and Fry, J., held that the suit failed. But the 
distinction between that case and this is that there the lenders had inde- 
pendent colieitore, and had no notice whatever of anything except that the 
person who acted fcr the mortgagor happened also to be the solicitor of 
the father. Fry, J., declined to set that mortgage aside. That isa very 
valuable case ; but it does not assist the appellant. On p. 196 Fry, J., 
says: ‘‘ I think, therefore, that, as regards the father, the circumstance; 
are such as to cast upon him the burden. of shewing that this instrament 
was executed by his children after receiving some independen* advice, 
that it was executed by them with fall knowledge of its contents, and 
with the free intention of giving to him the benefit which it conferred upon 
him. That burden he has not attempted to discharge, in fact he has not 
—. proper to appear at all. Therefore as against him the judgement 
asked for must go.” Here the father was a defendant, but was not called 
as a witness. ‘* Then the next point which arises is this—against whom 
does this inference of undue influ:nce operate? Clearly it operates against. 
the person who is able to exercise the influence (in this case it was 
the father), and, in my ju ent, it would operate against every 
volunteer who claimed under him, and also against every person who 
claimed under him with notice of the equity thereby created, or 
with notice of the circumstances from which the court infers the equity.” 
Apart from one pent on which I have yet said nothing, it appears to me 
that the present transaction cannot be sup Is is suggested that 
there was a subsequent confirmation of the mortgage. I see nothing in 
the evidence which can amount to ratification. It is very true that this 
mortgage was made about twenty years ago. Unfortunately the lady who 
is plaintiff hes been xen compos for a number of years, The present pro- 
ceedings Were commenced at the ry age if not by the direotion, of the 
Master in Lunacy, If it bad not for that, it is possible that we 
should never have heard anything about it. The only part of the cave 
which seems to me to present any difficulty is the contention that this 
transaction was of the nature of a family transaction, or a transaction for 
the benefit of the daughters and of the family as a whole. As to that, the 
facts which are material are these. I have already alluded to the letter ef 
the Ist of January, 1879, in which Mr. Emmet, sen., sald that the girs 
were to have an assignment of their father’s life ieterest. Some 
arrangement to that effect was evidently contemplated; dat no 
assignment was ever made till 1892, when the father had again 
into difficulties. Then his life interest was assigeed to 
is daughters, But from 1878 to 1892 the arrangement alluded fo in that 
letter, and evidently more or lores contemplated at the former date, was net 
carried out, What was done was that Miss Plorence opened an account 
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with the bankers, and £3,800 was placed in that account, or the father’s 
debts were paid out of that and the father’s net income, which passed 
through the hands of his solicitors, Emmet & Son, the home of the girls 
being maintained out of that money, and the threatened bankruptcy of the 
father was avoided. The only real doubt which arose on the argument 
at all appearsto me to be whether this was such a family arrangement as 
would enable this transaction to stand. I cannot draw the inference on 
the facts that there was anything like a definite agreement for the 
assignment of the life interest. The matter seems to have been left loose. 
I agree with Romer, J., that the evidence is of far too unsatisfactory and 
nebulous a character to justify us in saying that there was a definite agree- 
ment on thesubject. ‘lbat is the only part of the case on which I feel any 
difficulty. I think the appeal ought to be dismissed with costs. 

Ricsy, L.J., delivered judgment to the same effect. 

Vavouan Writs, L.J., dissented. He differed, he said, mainly or 
entirely on a question of fact. it seemed to him that the agreement for an 
assignment of the father’s life interest was really part of the bargain made 
in 1878. He also thought, on the evidence, that Mr. Emmet, sen., did 
sufficiently discharge his duty of advising Miss Florence De Witte ; though, 
no doubt, he would have been wiser, in his own interest, if he had insisted 
that she should corsult a different solicitor. On the whole, considering 
how very desirable it was, for the girls’ own sake, that the home where 
they lived with their father should not be broken up, he thought the 
transacticn now impeached was one which ought to be supported.—CounszL, 
Neville, Q.C., and 7. 7. Methold; Farwell, Q.C., and W. R. Sheldon. 
Souicrrons, Ernest Bevir ; Emmet § Co. 

[Reported by R. C. Mackenzie, Barrister at-Law. } 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
HAYLES +. PEASE & PARTNERS. Stirling, J. 3rd Nov. and 4th Feb. 


Enciosung Act—Construction—Mines—Ownsern or Mixzs—Owners or 
Surrace—Ricur to Sixx Prrs—Buitprncs Arrixep to Surrace. 

This was a special case raising the question how far owners of minerals 
lying under a common were entitled to use the surface of the common in 
working the minerals. The plaintiffs were owners of a piece of land 
allotted under an Enclosure Act, 4 Geo. 3, c. 45, to William Campbell, 
jn re:pect of a freehold estate, the owners of which were entitled to a right 
of common over Crook and Billy Row-common, in the parish of 
Brancepeth, in the county of Durham. The defendants were lessees of 
mines and minerals under the common, and entitled to exercise the rights 
conferred by section 15 of the Enclosure Act on one Farrer Wren, who 
was described as owner of the soil and inheritance of the common. Section 
15 provided that nothing in the Act contained should prejudice, lessen, or 
defect the right, title, or interest of the said Farrer Wren of, in, or to the 
royalties incident or belonging to the said common; but that the eaid 
Farrer Wren, his heirs and assigns, and all and every person and persons 
claiming under or in trust for him or them as owner or owners of the 
royalties of such common and all succeeding owners thereof for the 
time being, should and might at all times for ever thereafter hold and 
enjoy all rents, perquisites, profits, mines, quarries, waifs, estrays, 
and other royalties and jurisdiction whatsoever to the owner of the 
royalties of the said common, incident, appendant, and belonging or 
appertaining, as could or might be claimed by bim or them respec- 
tively as owner or owners of the soil and inheritance of the said common, 
er otherwise in or upon the said common, so to be enclosed as afore- 
said. Section 16 provided that in the event of any mines under any allot- 
ment or enclosure being worked, the persons working them should make 
reasonable compensation for the damage and spoil of ground occasioned 
thereby to the persons who should be in possession of such ground at the 
time of such damage or il. Under an agreement, which came to au 
end on the 13th of May, 1896, the defendants had been lessees of the coal 
under the plaintiffs’ allotment, with full power to use the surface of the 
allotment for all purposes of working and carrying away winerale. Pits 
had been sunk on the surface of the plaintiffs’ allotment, and an engine- 
house and shops and other works for the winning and working coal had 
been erected thereon by the defendants or their predecessors in title. Since 
the 13th of May, 1896, the defendants had arranged to work coal under- 
lying other parts of the common, not being a part of the plaintiffs’ allot- 
ment, and they contended that section 15 gave them the right at all times 
te go upon the surface of the plaintiffs’ allotment for all purposes in- 
cidental to the using of and to use the pits and shafts and works on the 
eurface of the said allotment, and to win, work, and carry away coal and 
other minerals under the said allotment, and also under other parts of the 
common. The plaintiffs contended that the defendants’ right, if any, was 
limited to the use of the surface of their allotment for the purpose of 
working the coals lying thereunder. The question for the opinion of the 
court was whether the defendants were entitied to use the eurface of the 

iffe’ allotment and the works thereon for any, and if so, which of the 
purposes specified in the case ? 

Sretixc, J.—It was contended on bebslf of the plaintiffs that section 
15 operates as a mere reservation of ownership without any t of 
working rights; and that no workiug rights belonged to those in whose 
favour the reservation was made except such as were necessary and (in a 
legal eense) for the enjoyment of miccrals. As to clause 16, its object was 
to compel the owner cf the minerals to make compensation in case he made 
out that such necessity existed. In my opinion this contention is not well 
founded. It appears to me to give little effect to the strong words at the 
clote of the section, and also to be contrary to the views of the majority of 
the judges in Love v. Icll (32 W. R. 725, 9 A. CO. 286). Moreover, as 
segards clause 16, it is unusual in Acts of Parliament of this des:ription to 





provide compensation for the mere exercise of common law rights such as 
rights of necessity would be: Attorney-General v. Welsh Granite Co. (85 W.R. 
619). The main contention on the part of the plaintiffs was that the 
words were not sufficient, on their true construction, to confer on the 
defendants the rights claimed by them, and reference was made on both 
sides to the law as laid down by various courts in Bell v. Love (31 W. R. 
Dig. 33, 10 Q. B. D. 547) and Love v. Bell (82 W. R. 725, 9 A. O. 286), 
The views expressed in that case are not perhaps al'ogether in accordance, 
but it appears to me that the weight of authority is in favour of the view 
that clauses such as those with which I am dealing were meant to confer 
on the owner of mines as an incident to the enjoyment cf them some 
powers of working the minerals, though the extent of those powers is left 
very far from being completely defined. It was urged that these powers 
ought not to extend to anything which would destroy the surface, and 
permanently exclude the owner from it; and it was pointed out that clause 
16 gives no compensation to the owner of the surface, but only to the 
persons for the time being in ee geo of the ground. It was therefore 
ccntended that these powers should not include a power of sinking a pit 
for the purpose of winning the minerals. If so, the powers would give 
little more than rights of way over the surface. I cannot think that 
the construction is so limited. I think that the enjoyment spoken of in 
clause 15 is not mere barren ownership of the minerals in the 
bowels of the earth, but includes the winning, carrying away, and 
disposing of them. This view is, I think, supported by the observations 
of Lord Selborne and Lord Bramwell in Lore v. Bell. The omission of 
the Legislature to provide complete compensation for damage caused by 
sinkivg pits is not a sufficient ground for holding that the right does not 
exist: Goold v. Great Western Deep Coal Co. (18 W. R. 1111, 2 De G. 
J. &§. 600). In my judgment, therefore, the Legislature bas conferred on 
the mine-owners all such powers as would be reasonably sufficient to 
enable them to dig and carry away the minerals, and it follows that the 
mine-owners are entitled to dig pits, and a fortiori to use existing pits. It 
appears to me also to follow that they are entitled to fix to the surface 
such machinery as may be reasonably sufficient to drain the mines and 
draw the minerals to the surface, and to erect such buildings as may be 
reasonable for the protection and effectual working of such machiuery. 
The case, however, asks for the opinion of the court whether the 
defendants are entitled to use certain existing works which include 
‘* engine-houses, engines, shops, and other works for winning and 
working coal.’’ ‘These works were erected by the defendants while 
they were tenants of the plaintiffs under an agreement which has now 
come to an end, and the works in ques‘ion being ailixed to the coil 
become and are, as I understand, the property of the plaintiffs. Now, 
the decision in Lore v. Bell was that the mine-owner was not entitled 
to work his mines so as to destroy or damage buildings in the exercise of 
the working privileges conferred on him by the Act; he could not, for 
example, pull down a house in order to sink a pit. Can he take and use 
for the purpose of working the minerals existing buildings or fixed 
machinery belonging to any other person? I am not aware cf any case 
in which such a proposition has been laiddown. Such a power would 
not be usual, and could only, I think, be conferred by express words. It 
appears to me to make no difference in point of law that the buildings and 
machinery were originally erected by the mine-owner under a different 
right, if they have in fact ceased to be his property. His lordship then 
answered the questions raised by the special case to the effect that the 
defendants had the right to use the surface of the allotment for all purposes 
incidental to working the mines, but not to use any existing buildings the 
property of the plaintiffs.—Counsr1, Upjohn, Q.0., and Manisly ; Grosvenor 
Woods, Q.C., and Meek. Souscrrons, King, Wig, § Co., for J. § R. D. 
Proud, Bishop Auckland ; Howe § Rake, for Lucas, Hutchinson, § Meck, 


Darlington. 
[Reported by J. I. Srinixa, Barrister-at-Law. j 


Re DUNCAN, TERRY v. SWEETING. Romer, J. 19th Jan. and 6th Feb. 


Executor — Action vor Testatorn’s Misrepnesentations — “ Actrio Per- 
sSONALIS Morirun cum Persona,”’ 


Adjourncd summons. This was a claim by a Mr. Seddon in a creditor’s 
action for the administration of the estate of a deceased testator who died in 
February,1895. It was stated by Seddon thatin October, 1895, he was induced 
by the testator to agree to purchase 500 £1 sbares ina gold mining company 
by representations made by the testator that the company owned certain 
mines. In payment of the shares the testator drew upon Seddon, and 
Seddon accepted, two bills of exchange for £250. One of such acceptances 
miatured shortly after the testator’s death and was met by Seddon. It 
appeared that the company never owned any property or any a:sets and 
tre shares were worthless. Seddon conterdid that the consideration for 
the bills wholly failed. He declined to meet the other bill, and the 
executors threatened to sue him thereon. No offer was made by Seddon 
to return the shares until December, 1508. Seddon claimed that tle 
t2etator was at the time of his death and that his estate was still indebted 
to him for £250 money paid, and in the alternative he claimed £250 damages. 
The master had not allowed the claim on the grgund that acceptance 
cf the shares formed consideration, and that according to the authorities 
¢€amages for misrepresentation would not lie after the wrongdoer’s death. 
(On behalf of the claimant it was submitted that the maxim actio personalis 
moritur cum persona did not apply if it were shewn that the loss arising from 
tae misrepresentations of the tort feasor directly benefited his estate: Pees 
v. Gurney (L. R. 6 H.L, 377), Phillips v. Homfray (32 W. R. 6, 24 Oh. D. 489) ; 
while for the defendants it was contended that no action would have Jain 
for assumpsit during the testator’s lifetime, and therefore his executors 
could nct be sued (Archer v. Barnford, 3 Stark, 175), and that the claimant 
could not sue the executors for unliquidated damages. 

Roomex, J., said that it was very important to exactly bear in mind tho 
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nature of the claim before him. It was a claim to prove for damages 
suffered by the claimant by reason of his being induced by misrepre- 
sentations of the testator to buy certain shares belonging to the testator in 
a limited company. It was not a claim for rescission of contract, and the 
claimant still retained the shares. If the claimant still wished to repudiate 
the contract an opportunity to do so should be given to him, wks sae all 
questions of cost thereto incurred. But treating the claim as one for - 
dated damages, as legally it was, although the claimant sought to estab 
that the true measure of the damages was the full contract price, in his lord- 
ship’s opinion the case was governed by the principle of actio personaiis moritur 
cum persona, and euch a claim could not be brought against the legal personal 
representatives of the testator. It was s sted that the case was excepted 
from the rule because the testator obtained from the claimant the price of 
the shares by reason of the fraudulent misrepresentation, and no doubt, as 
appears from Phillips v. Homfray, if the claimant was suing or entitled to 
sue on the footing that the price paid for the shares was still the claimant’s 
property, the rule actio personalis, &c., would not apply. But that was not 
the case where, as in the present case, the claimant could only sue for 
unliquidated damages : Kirk v. Tedd (21 Ch. D., at p. 488). Bowen, L.J., 
in Phillips v. Homfray, at p. 454, stated that the only cases apart from 
breaches of contract in which a remedy for a wrongful act could be pursued 
against the estate of a deceased person are those in which property or its 
—— have been appropriated by the deceased and added to his estate. 
Tis lordship said that shortly the question before him was whether the 
claimant, while retaining the shares purchased, and not in a position to 
insist upon repudiation of the contract under which he purchased the 
shares, could sue for the purchase-money at law as remaining his own 
property by reason of the fraud which induced the contract, and he decided 
that he could not so sue.—Counsen, Borthwick; Levett, Q.0., and F. 


Thompsen. Soxrcrrors, Oldham, Clabburn, § Co.; Crowders, Vizard, § 
Oldbuin. 


{Reported by Ratecu B. Putuirorrs, Barrister-at-Law. | 

MILLER & ALDWORTH (LIM.) v. SHARP. Byrne, J. 2nd Feb. 
Srarute or Fravps—Panror AcGreemMent—New ‘Tenancy—PayMenNt or 
IncreaseD Rent-—Parr PerrorMance. 
This was an action for specific performance of an alleged parol agree- 
ment to grant a lease for twenty-one years. The defendants, the trustees 
of J. Sharp, deceased, were the owners of a beerhouse called the “‘ Jolly 
Millers,’’ in Dartford; the plaintiffs, Miller & Aldworth (Limited), were 
their yearly tenants of the beerhouse at a rent of £144 year. ‘The sta'e- 
ment of claim alleged that a few days prior to the 23rd of May, 1894, a 
verbal agreement was come to between Miller & Aldworth (Limited) and 
the defendants whereby the latter agreed to grant and the former to 
accept a lease of the premises for twenty-one years from the 24th of 
June, 1894, at the rent of £26 a year, the lease to contain the usual 
covenants ; that in pursuance and part performance of the said agreement 
Miller & Aldworth (Limited) remained in possession of the premises, 
and that from the 24th of June, 1894, onward, Miller & Aldworth 
(Limited), or their assignees, the plaiutiffs, the Dartford Brewery Co., had 
paid to the defendants in respect of the premises the rent of £26, which 
had been accepted by the defendants. The defendants denied the alleged 
ment, and in the alternative pleaded the Statute of Frauds. They 
admitted that Miller & Aldworth (Limited) had remained in possession of 
the premises and had pa‘d a reut of £26 a year, but they said this was not 
paid in pursuance of the alleged agreement, but to avoid a notice to quit. 
At the trial the plaintiffs put in receipts for the increased rent, and a letter 
of the 8th of March, 1894, from one of the defendants to the company, 


. Saying they would be glad to consider a proposal from the com; to 


take the premises on leas*. Tre defendants objected to the plaintiffs 
going into evidence of the alleged agreement, on the ground that there 
was no part performance to take the case out of the Statute of Frauds, as 
payment of an increased rent was not sufficient. 

Byrne, J.—The plaintiffs rely on the case of Nunn v. Fabian (L. R. 1 
Ch. 35), and that case is a binding authority upon me. It appears to me 
that in that case Lord Cranworth held that where payment of a quarter’s 
rent at an increased amount was paid there was a ‘ormance, so 
that evidence could be given of a parol agreement under which that rent 
was paid. It was said that that case was decided upon the circumstance 
that new property was included in the new tenancy which had not been 
held under the old tenancy. I think, however, that the xemarks of 
Baggallay, L.J., in ZZumphreys v. Green (27 Sourcrrons’ Jovrnnar, 133, L. R. 
10 Q. B. D, 148, 156), shew that the ground of the decision in Nunn v. 
Fabian was that ‘‘ there was a clear part performance by the payment and 
acceptance of the Michaelmas rent at an increased rate,’ and that upon 
that ground alone the decree for specific performance was made. I think, 
therefore, Vinn v. Fabian is an authority in point. I also think that the 
observations of Lord Selborne in Maddison v. Alderson, L. R. 8 App. Cas. 
467, 478, are applicable to this case, where, speakivg of part payment of 
purchase-money not being part performance, he says: ‘Some of the 
reasons which have been given for that conclusion are not satisfactory, 
but the best explanation of it seems to be, that the poms of money is 
an equivocal act, not (in itself), until the connection is established b. 
parol testimony, indicative of a contract concerning land. . . . alt 
the authorities shew that the acts relied on as part performance must be 
unequivocally, and in their nature, referable to some such agreement as 
that alleged.’’ In the present case, I think that the acceptance of rent 
at the increased amount, and the giving of receipts for it were acts which 
were * mney s and in their nature, referable to some such agree- 
ment as that alleged,’’ and that parol evidence of that agreement may be 
given. [The case was subsequently compromised.]—Counsa1, Astbury, 
Q.0., and Mark Romer; Eve, Q.C., and W. C. Dare. Soxntcrvors, Nicholson, 
Graham, § Graham ; Boyce § Son, for Ridley § Chancellor, Dartford. 

(Reported by Nxviite Tessurt, t-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
THE QUEEN ». SAUNDERS. C.C.R. 4th Feb. 


Crnoxat Law—Evinence—Hearsay—Jurispiction or Court or Crown 
Cases Reservep—Qvestion or Law Arrectinc Two Prisoners—Casze 
Srarep as to One Prisoner ON ty. 


Case stated by the chairman of the Huntingdon Quarter Sessions. John 
Saunders was indicted with James Saunders and Ward for to 
defraud ceriain tradesmen. Ward | apn guilty. John Saunders was 
defended by counsel. The main 3 upon which the ution relied 
were that the prisoners ordered large quantities of pat ow wn tradesmen 
under the pretence that they were required for use in ~ nee trade, 
and that the goods were sent to various premises which been hired by 
the prisoners: that the goods were not paid for, but were sold or offered 
for eale by the prisoners at less than their cost price: and that no trade 
was in fact carried on by tue prisoners. was given in 
the above allegations, such evidence being in the opi 
to justify a conviction. The question raised in the case was as to 
reception of the evidence of the deputy chief constable, who was called for 
the prosecution, and was asked in reference to a shop which had 
been hired by one of the prisoners, i i 
whether any trade had beendone?’’ He replied , 
to afurther question, ‘‘ Did you find that any had been done except with 
a butcher called Rooke‘’’ he replied, ‘‘ I did not.’? The questions were 
objected to by counsel for John Saunders, but the chairman overruled the 
objections. The case was stated on the application of the counsel for 
John Saunders. It was argued in support of the conviction that the 
evidence, even if improperly admitted, was immaterial and did not vit iate 
the conviction, and Reg. v. Francis (43 L. J. M. C. 97) was cited. Reg. v. 
Gibson (18 Q. B. D. 537) and Reg. v. Rose (78 L. T. 119) were cited contra. 

Tue Covert (Lord Russert or Krttowen, C.J., and Wiiis, Lawgance, 
Bruce, and Kenngpy, JJ.) held that the conviction must be quashed on 
the ground that the evidence was inadmissible, being evidence of state- 
ments or the result of statements made to the witness by persons who 
were not on oath and were not t to be cross-examined: and that 
although there was, apart from the evidence in question, ample em 
upon which the jury might have convicted, it was impossible to say” to 
what extent the verdict was based upon the inadmissibie evidence. 

The question was then raised whethcr the court had power to quash the 
conviction of the prisoner James Saunders, no question with regard to him 
being raised by the case. 

Tue Court was of opinion that they had power to quash the conviction 
in the case of James Saunders. The jurisdiction was founded on the 
Crown Oases Act, 1848 (11 & 12 Vict. c. 78), s. 2, under which the court had 
authority to determine the questions of law reserved by the case and to 
make such order as justice required. The question of the admissibility of 
the evidence was precisely the same in the case of James Saunders as in 
the case of John Saunders. It was a mere matter of form how effect 
was to be given in the case of James Saunders to the decision that the 
evidence was inadmissible. To send the case back to be restated would 
merely involve delay, and if the course were taken of communicating with 
the Home Secretary the result would only be that though the punishment 
might be remitted the conviction could not be quashed. Tae question of 
law affecting both prisoners in the same way, the proper course was to 
quash both convictions. Both convictions quashed. Counss., Ernest Wiid ; 
H. St. J. Raikes. Soxscrrors, Sole, Turner, § Knight, for Papworth § Finch, 
Cambridge ; Zhe Treasury Solicitor. 


(Reported by T. R. C. Diit, Barrister-at-Law. | 


MOXHAM ». GRANT. Div. Court. 31st Jan. 


Company — Direcrorn— Payment to SxHarzwonpers Ovr or Carrrart— 
LIABILITY OF SHAREHOLDERS TO Repay. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from a decision of the judge of 
the county court at Swansea. The plaintiffs were the directors of a 
company called Cory’s Steamers (Limited), and owning steamers. Tae 
defendant was a shareholder in the company. In 1891 a steamer called 
The Primrose belonging to the company was lost. She was insured, and 
the underwriters paid to the company in respect of the loss £719 2s. 6d. 
Insvead of trea this sum as capital, the directors with the assent of 
the shareholders, including the defendant, distributed it amongst the 
shareholders. The amount so received by the defendant was £35, bemg 
the sum sued for in this action. In ber, 1896, a winding-up 
order was made against the company. The liquidator obtained an onder 
under section 10 of the Companies Act, 1890, declaring that the pay- 
ment to the defendant and the other shareholders of the various sums 
ne Fe eae Waar, al Oa aa _ 
of of the ca) the company, was wfully and improperly 
pad in reduction of the capital of the company, and it was farther ordered 
that the directors should pay to the liquidator the said sum of 
£719 2s. 6d. This order was made without prejudice to the right of the 
directors to recover from the shareholders the amounts paid to them by 
the directors. This action was brought by the directors to recover the 
£35 paid to the defendant. The county court judge gave judgment for 
the plaintiffs. The defendant appealed. 
Tue Covrt (Lawrzance and Cuannait, JJ.) dismissed the ‘ 
Lawnance, J., after stating the facts, said that the sh: having 
full knowledge of all the circumstances under which it was to 
pay them the money received from the underwriters, had 1 by the 
ments made to them. There was no answer to the plaintiffs’ claim. 
t was neither just nor right that, as between the directors and the share- 
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holders, the former should be held liable for sums which had been paid to 
and recovered by the shareholders with full knowledge of the facts. 
CHANNELL, J., concurred. The directors had improperly paid the 
money to the shareholders, but the shareholders ought to repay the 
money, for the directors had committed no real fault other than an error 
in judgment and in company law. The matter could have been put right 
‘by getting an order for the reduction of capital. The substance of the 
defendant’s contention was that the technical rule as to there being no 
right of contribution between joint tort feaeors applied. His lordship 
thought this was not a case of joint tort feasors. In cases where by 
a@ misconstruction of a trust deed a trustee had wrongly paid 
money to a tenant for life they were not in pari delicto. ‘The 
‘doctrine was clearly stated in Sawyer v. Sawyer (28 Oh. D. 595) 
and in Raby v. Ridehalgh (IT D. M. & G. 104). In this case the 
directors were entitled to stand in the place of the liquidator for the 
purpose of recovering the money from the shareholders. In Re National 
Funds Assurance Co. (10 Ch. D. 118) and in Re Alexandra Palace Co. (21 
Ch. D. 149) orders had been made by Jessel, M.R., and Fry, J., against 
‘directors without prejudice to the right of the directors to recover over 
against parties privy to the transaction. It was difficult to suppose that 
orders such as those would have been made if the right to recover did not 
exist. In his lordship’s opinion there was no doctrine or rule of law which 
compelled the court to hold that the directors, and not the shareholders, 
must bear this loss. Appeal dismissed—Covunsrt, Witt, Q.C., and Poley ; 
Meager. Sottcrrors, Du Bois; Evans, Richards, § Marriott, for J. R. 
Richards, Swansea. 
[Reported by F. 0. Rosryson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


LYNES v. SNAITH. Div. Court. 2nd Feb. 


Lanpiorp AND Tenant—TeEnant aT Witi—Entry sy LANDLORD TO 
Reratr—Esectment—SratutTe or Limirartions. 


Appeal by the defendant from the County Court of Leicester. The 
action was one of ejectment against the defendant, who had been a tenant 
at will of certain premises for more than twelve years. The action was 
brought by one Ellen Lynes, the step-daughter of one John Snaith, 
deceased, and the trustees of the latter’s will. The defendant was Mary 
Ann Snaith, the daughter-in-law of the said John Snaith. The defendant 
entered into possession of 27, Walnut-street, Leicester, of which John 
Snaith was the owner in fee, on the 19th of April, 1884, by the leave 
and license of the said John Snaith. There was no agreement in 
writing. The defendant remained in continuous possession of the suid 
premises from the aforesaid date rent free. During the whole period she 
was rated as occupier, she paid the poor rate and district rate out of her 
own moneys, she was entitled to vote as an occupier, and at her own 
expense she caused several internal repairs to be done to the premises. 
Evidence was given that on many occasions during the above period the 
owner, John Snaith, with the knowledge of the defendant, employed work- 
men to carry out both external and internal repairs, but that on one 
occasion when requested by defendant to do some small internal repair, he 
refused on the ground that as she was living rent free she ought to do it 
hereelf. Evidence was also given that he paid the water rate and the 
property tax. John Snaith died the 30th of July, 1897. The house in 
question was left by a codicil to trustees for the plaintiff Ellen Lynes for 
life. In March, 1898, the plaintiff brought an action against the present 
defendant for use and occupation of the house in question, but she was 
nonsuited on the ground that there was no evidence to support her claim. 
She subsequently brought an action for ejectment, to which the trustees 
were made parties. The county court judge gave judgment in favour of 
the plaintiff, holding that the relation of landlord and tenant did not exist 
between the testator and the defendant, that the testator was at times in 
actual, and at all times in constructive, possession of the house, that the 
occupation of the defendant was that of a licensee and not of a tenant, and 
the fact that she was rated was not conclusive that she occupied 
as a tenant. Further, that assuming she occupied as a tenant at will, 
such tenancy was determined every time the landlord entered the 
premises to do repairs, as he was not under contract to repair 
and did not need permission from the defendant, and that on such with- 
drawal by the landlord a new tenancy at will commenced. He also held 
that the defendant, by allowing the landlord to enter and lay out money 
on the premises, and by on one occasion requesting him to do repairs, was 
estopped from setting up that at those times the Statute of Limitation was 
running in her favour against him. The defendant now appealed. There 
was no resumption of possession nor creation of a new tenancy. An entry 
merely to repair without a resumption of possession is not enough. The 
following cases were cited: Bennett v. Turner (1M. & W. 226,9M. & W. 
613), Baker v. Coombes (9 Ch. D. 714). 

Tur Covet (Lawrance and Cuannexi, JJ.) allowed the appeal. The 
question was whether the defendant was tenant at will. She was allowed 
to take and remain in possezsion until the testator died, a period of more 
than twelve yearz. The proper inference from all the facts was that she 
was atenant at will. The entry by the landlord to do repairs was not 
done against her will or desire, and it could not be said that such entry 
terminated the tenancy. The possession of the defendant was that of an 
occupier. There was actual occupation by the tenant. There was no 
constructive occupation by the landlord. If it could have been shewn that 
the defendant was under an obligation to the owner to do internal repairs 
that might have been treated as equivalent to rent and the case taken out 
of the statute, but that was not so here. The county court judge was 
wrong, and the appeal would be allowed. Appeal allowed.—Covnszn, 
Montagu Lush ; Corner. Sorscrtons, Metcalf §& Sharpe, Leicester; Warwick 

Webb, for H. Bray, Leicester. 
{Reported by E. G, Srittwext, Barrister-at-Law.] 


CADDICK v. HIGHTON AND OTHERS. Phillimore, J. 1st Feb. 


Furenpiy Socrery—Mongy Payaste on Deato or Memurr—Nowryation 
BY Memper or Person ro Recerve—Dezgatu or Nominee purine Lirerine 
or Nommnatror—Premiums Pain sy Execuror—Ciam ny Execvrorn— 
Frrenpiy Societies Acts (38 & 39 Vicr. c. 60), s. 15, avn (59 & 60 
Vicr. c 25), ss. 56, 57—Poxictes or Assurance Act (30 & 31 Vicor. c 
144), ss. 3, 8. 


This was an action brought by Edward Caddick, sulicitor, practising at 
West Bromwich, and executor of his late brother, Joseph Caddick, against 
the trustees of the Liverpool Victoria Legal Friendly Society, to recover 
£100 on a policy of insurance effected in 1881 with the defendants on the 
life of one Mary Gorton. The case raised an important point of law not 
yet decided—namely, whether policies of assurance under the Friendly 
Societies Acts are or are not assignable by deed. On the 12th of Novem- 
ber, 1881, Mary Gorton effected a policy on her life for £100 with the 
defendants, at a monthly premium of 15s, 6d. By this policy the society 
promised to pay, on the death of the assured, her next-of-kin or “‘ legal 
nominees’’ the amount of the policy. By deed dated the 25th of April, 1887, 
Mary Gorton, as beneficial owner, absolutely assigned the policy to Joseph 
Caddick ; and on the 8th of July, 1887, she, by a written form issued for the 
purpose under the Friendly Societies Acts, nominated the same Joseph 
Caddick as the person to receive the policy-moneys. Joseph Caddick died 
in March, 1891, in the lifetime of the assured, after which date the plaintiff, 
as his executor, paid the premiums as they became due on the policy down 
to Mary Gorton’s death in November, 1896. The premiums were collected 
by a representative of the defendant society with full knowledge of the 
facts as above stated. The plaintiffs claimed the policy-moneys, and the 
defendants raised the question whether they were justified in paying the 
money to the applicant, on the ground that policies under the Friendly 
Societies Acts did not come under the general law of policies of assur- 
ance. They said that such policies were not assignable by deed but 
only by nomination under the Acts, by reason of the provisions of 
the Policies of Assurance Act, 1867. The present action was there- 
upon commenced by the plaintiff, who alleged that he was entitled 
to the fund—firstly, as assignee under the original assignment by 
Mary Gorton to the late Joseph Caddick; and secondly, that even 
if he were not so entitled by reason of the assignment being invalid, 
he was, nevertheless, entitled to recover as executor, because the rights of 
a nominee did not lapse at his death ; and, thirdly, that the defendants by 
demanding and accepting the premiums from the executor were estopped 
from disputing his right to recover, and that in any event he was entitled 
to the return of the premiums he had paid as being money paid without 
consideration. On the part of the defendants it was pointed out that 
friendly societies were established for the purpose of encouraging 
thrift among the poorer classes, and the object of the Legislature 
would be defeated if such policies were made marketable securities 
and people were allowed to raise money upon them. It was sub- 
mitted that by the Friendly Societies Acts these policies were 
not assignable otherwise than by nomination in accordance with 
the express provisions of the Acts. The case of Benneit v. Slater (1898, 
1 Q. B. 469) was cited. As to the question of estoppel it was pointed 
out that, in addition to refunding the premiums which had been paid by 
the plaintiff, the society would have to pay the whole amount of the policy 
to the next-of-kin or legal representative. In reply the cases of the 
Attorney-General v. Abdy (1 H. & C. 366) and Re Phillips (23 Ch. D. 235) 
were referred to, and it was contended that the nomination had the effect 
of appointment by deed. The assured during her lifetime nor by will 
had not attempted to revoke the appointment. The plaintiff therefore 
had such an interest in the fund as enabled him to maintain this action. 

Putturmore, J., held that the defendants had established their conten- 
tion that the policies of friendly societies could not be assigned, and were 
inalienable except in the manner pres:ribed in the statutes. The case of 
Bennett v. Slater supported that view. He did not, however, see why the 
estate of a nominee of a policy should be deprived of the benefit intended 
to be conferred by the nominator simply because the nominee died during 
the lifetime of the nominator, and as the legal personal representative of a 
nominee was entitled to stand in the position of the nominee himself, the 
plaintiff, as such, was entitled to recover the amount of the policy from the 
society. If he was right in holding that the plaintiff could recover on this 
ground, then it became unnecessary to decide the third question raised by 
the pleadings—namely, that of estoppel. He was inclined to think, how- 
ever, that the plaintiff would be entitled at any rate to a lien on the 
policy for the amount of the premiums paid by him, for if he was not 
entitled to the policy fund the premiums would have been paid without 
consideration. Judgment for the plaintiff with costs. Leave to appeal 
granted.—CovunsrL, Montague Lush and LE. A. Jelf; Asquith, Q.C., and IF. 
Broadbridge. Soxscrrors, Needham, Tyer, § Barrow, agents for Edward 
Caddick, West Bromwich ; Japheth Tickle. 

{Reported by Ersxixe Rew, Barrister-at-Law.! 


Solicitors’ Cases. 
HYNDMAN v. WARD. ist Feb. 


Souiciron any Curent —Inisn Soricrror—Insrnvucrions 
Soricrrorn—Lianiity or Lay Cirenr. 

This was an appeal by the defendant from a decision of the judge of 

the Bloomsbury County Court, The plaintiff was a solicitor practising in 

Belfast. The defendant resided in London. The action was brought to 


rRoM LonboNn 


recover costs incurred by the plaintiff acting as solicitor for the defendant. 
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living in Ireland, instructed Mr. Walter J. Stokes, a member of the firm 
of Stokes & Lalor, solicitors, practising in London, to take proceedings 
to recover the debt. Mr. Stokes thereupon wrote the following letter to the 
laintiff’s firm, who had on previous occasions acted as agents in Ireland 
or Mr. Stokes: ‘‘ Dear Sirs,—Re Gordon.—As you will see from the enclo- 
sures herewith, one Thomas Gordon, of Belfast, was in April, 1892, indebted 
to my client Henry Ward, of 100, Great Russell-street, Bloomsbury, in 
the sum of £66 11s. 3d. On the 3rd of February, 1892, a Mr. J. G. Scott, 
solicitor, wrote to the creditors offering 5s. in the pound. This was 
accepted, and on the 22nd of April, 1892, he sent my client the com- 
position deed for execution. This was signed and returned to him; but 
the composition bad not been paid to this day. I wrote Mr. Scott fora 
cheque on the 19th of January last, and received the enclosed letter of the 
19th of January, 1893, and have written twice since, but have not received 
any reply. Can you assist me in the matter? You will remember my name 
as having had other matters from me.—Yours truly, Walter J. Stokes.’’ 
The plaintiff, in answer, wrote stating that they would make inquiry into 
the matter. The letter contained the following passage: ‘‘ We are in 
receipt of your favour of yesterday, and sre glad to see your signature 
in.’”? Ata later date the defendant was informed by Mr. Stokes that 
about £40 costs had been incurred, but that no part of the debt had as yet 
been recovered. ‘The defendant then instructed Mr. Stokes not to proceed 
any further in the matter. These instructions did not appear to have been 
communicated to the plaintiff, who continued his endeavours to obtain 
payment of the debt, and ultimately recovered £36. His bill of costs 
amounted to £80, and this action was brought to recover the balance after 
giving credit for the amount recovered. The plaintiff, in his evidence, 
stated that the practice which prevails in England, where a London solicitor 
acts as agent for a country solicitor, or vice versé, did not obtain where 
an Irish solicitor was instructed to act in a matter by an English colicitor. 
Mr. Stokes had died before this action was instituted. The county court 
judge decided in favour of the plaintiff. The defendant appealed. In 
support of the appeal it was contended that the plaintiff had given credit 
to Mr. Stokes and not to the defendant. The following authorities were 
cited : Serace v. Willington (2 B. & C. 13), Cobb v. Bett (9 Jur. 439), Rodins 
v. Fennell (12 Jur. 157), Waller v. Holmes (6 Jur. N. 8. 1367), Wray v. 
Kemp (26 Ch. D. 172), Macfarlane v. Lister (837 Ch. D. 95), Reed vy. Burrow 
(1892, 2 Ch. 413), Hannaford v. Sims (79 LT. 30). 

Tue Courr (Lawrance and Cxanne.t, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 

Lawrance, J., said that in his opinion the county court judge had 
come to a right conclusion. He had evidence before him that the English 
practice as to agency terms did not prevail between English and Irish 
solicitors, and that beirg so the defendant was rightly held to be liable to 
the plaintiff. 

CHANNELL, J., said that he thought that the county court judge had no 
allernative on the evidence before bim to decide otherwise than as he did. 
In England there was in such cases a well-known practice, which was 
always regarded as a proved custom recognized by the courts. There was, 
however, no such recognized practice between English and Irish solicitors 
on which a judge would be justified in acting in the absence of evidence, 
and certainly not where there was direct evidence to the contrary. 
Therefore on this case the only rule of law applicable was the ordinary rule 
ot principal and agent, and the defendant was liable to the plaintiff. 
Appeal dismissed.—Cownse., Courthope Munroe and Leese ; Grimwood Mears. 
Souticirors, Emmet § Co.; W. W. Cresswell. 


{Reported by F. O, Rovixsoy, Barrister-at-Law.1 


*,* In the report of In re An Arbitration between Constable and Cranswick 
(ante p. 208), the counsel and solicitors should have been stated as follows: 
CounseL, H. S. Cautley; H. T. Kemp. Sorrcrtors, Long § Gardiner, for 
Crust, Todd, Mills, § Sons, Beverley; Sharpe, Parker, § Co., for Alfred West, 
Bridlington Quay. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
EXTRADITION TREATY WITH THE NETHERLANDS. 


the Netherlands for the mutual extradition of fugitive criminals. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 


LAW ASSOCIATION. 








member was admitted to the association, and other general business 
transacted. 





SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 
The usual monthly meeting of the board of directors of this association | § 


directors present being Messrs. W. F. Blandy (Reading), H. Morten 
Cotton, Grantham R. Dodd, Walter Dowson, Wm. Geare, J. Roger, B. 
Gregory, Augustus Helder, M.P. (Whitehaven), John Hunter, F. Rowley 
Parker, Richard Pennington, Si Smith, and J. T. Scott (secretary). 
A sum of £481 10s. was distributed in grants of relief, nine new 
members were admitted to the association, and other general businers 
transacted. 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
INTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 18th of January, 
1899. 


Alford, Albert Martin 

Almond, Percy James 

Anstee, Harold Edward 
Arundel, Herbert Arthur 
Atkinson, John William 

Ball, Francis Shortland 

Barker, Geoffrey Hugh Metcalfe 





Jones, Edmund Stanley 

Jones, Gaer Hart Harman 
Maclean, Horace Malcolm 

Major, Charles William Wykeham 
Marriott, Frank Stanley 

Marsh, Oswald Jobn 

Martin, Lionel Henry Trafford 


Barker, Harold Kenneth Morgan, Robert 

Bell, Charles Covington Moseley, Gilbert Watson — 
Bendail, Reginald James Nesham, Charles Frederick, B.A. 
Bonser, Thomas Islip (Camb.) 

Buchannan, Alexander Nickson, Robert Oddie 

Bullin, Reginald North, Alfred 

Burmau, William Ernest Ogden, Harry 


Olley, George Henry 

Payne, Harold Heath 

Peach, Henry William 

Pearce, Cyril Harvey 

Peppercorn, Herbert Howe 

Piggin, Stirtevant 

Cooper, Cecil Fletcher Pitcairn, Arthur Alexander 
Cooper, Frank Lyndon Portnell, Edward William Salathiel 
Coote, Arthur Bernard, B.A. (Oxon.) Potter, Edward Gybbon 

Curwen, John Neville St. George Prouse, George Tarner 

Darch, William James, B.A. (Camb.) Pyman, Thomas English 

Denyer, Cyril Aston Raper, Robert George 

Dickinson, John Daniel Duncan Rashleigh, Colman Battie Walpole 
Dimes, Percy Etty Rawson, Alfred Cooper 

Dodds, Philip Mark Reed, John Hawkes 

Donnithorne, Hugh Nicholas Morti- Reeve, William Vevers 

mer, B A. (Oxon.) Reynolds, Walter Gerald 


Bussell, Henry Richard 
Calcott, Mowbray Berkeley 
Calvert, Richard, B.A. (Camb.) 
Carden, Philip Sidney 
Chittock, Aubrey Thorn 
Cockcroft, Percy 


Edington, Henry Conway Roberis, William 

Edwards, Frederic Henry Rogers, James Arthur Warrington 
Elder, George Rowland, Frank 

Ellman, Frederic Boys Ryland, Henry Montagu 

Evans, Herbert James Sager, John Ormerod 


Samuel, David Thomas 
Shield, William James 
Simp:on, Eustace Edward 
Simpson, Gerald Hemploe 


Flude, Harry, B.A. (Camb.) 
Foster, Norman Alexander 
Fowler, Robert George 
Fullagar, Francis John 


Farley, John Talfourd Smyth, Edward Percy 
Gardner, Walter Stubbs, Francis Heath 
Gasquoine, Rowland Hartley Suddards, Fred 


Swift, Lionel David Piercy 
Tallent-Bateman, Arthur Herbert 
Taylor, William Jame3 Winter 
Thairlwall, Frederick 

Thomas, Egbert Ivan 

Thomas, Thomas James, B.A. 


Gifford, John Daniel 
Gladstone, Robert Phillott 
Griffith, Arthur Lloyd 
Grover, Henry Fairfield 
Hallam, John William 
Hallmark, John Ernest 
Hart, William John (Camb.) 
Hart, Norman Percival, B.A. Thomas, William 

Camb. Timmins, Thomas Buckley 


( . 
artley, Ceci . ( . ames Henr 
The London Gazette of the 3rd inst. publishes the text of a Treaty which: Badeeeoa Ge _. A. Ck, Ss . 
was concluded on the 26th of September last between Great Britain and Heath, John Percival 
Henley, Henry Jobn 
Hertsle*, Warren Eccles 
Hodgkinson, Conway Loveridge 
Holden, George 
Hore, Reginald Bernard 
House, William Harold 
Hunt, Sydney 
A meeting of the directors was held at the hall of the Incorporated Law | Jackson, John Bell 
Society on Thursday, the 2nd inst., Mr. Charles Burt in the chair. The | Jacomb-Hood, Walter George 
other directors present were Mr. Sidney Smith, Mr. Dasborsugh, Mr. | John, Arthur Evan 
Toovey, Mr. Daw, Mr. Vallance, Mr. Brandon, Mr. Nisbet, and Mr. | Jonas, Jonah Israel, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Peacock. A sum of £85 was distributed in grants of relief, one new | Jones, Albert Emrys 


Townsend, Charles Lucas 
Tweedie, Lannoy Barkly 
Wallis, William Alfred 
Ward, Burton 

Ward, Herbert Edward 
Whitaker, Charles James 
Wickins, Samuel 

Wiggins, Robert Henry, B.A. Camb.) 
Wight, Reginald 
Winterbottom, Edward 
Woodgate, Albert Ernest 
Woollcombe, Basil Richard 
Woolley, Charles Robert 
Wright, Horace Leaf 





Frvat Examination, 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
uccessful at the Final Examination held on the 16th and 17th of January, 


was held at the Law Institution, Chancery-lane, London, on Wednesday, | 1899. 





the 8th inst., Mr. Richard Walter Tweedie in the chatr, the other Adey, John Daniel 
. 


Allen, Charles Royle 
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Arm , Charles Guy Lewis, Charles David 
Ashby, iam Augustus Linton, Frederick 
Baker, Alfred Lloyd, George Llewellyn 
Bannerman, Henry Parlane, B.A. Lumley, Cecil Algernon 

(Camb.) McGowan, James, B.A. (Camb.) 
Barker, Wilfrid Wildsmith Marshall, Robert Sydenham Cole 
Barrett, Henry George Marston, Charles Beale 
Bate, Richard 


Marston, Frederick Milward 

Berder, Montague, B.A (Lond.) Mead, Henry Gifford 

Bewes, Leonard Henry Mole, William Rupert 

Boucher, George Herbert Moore, John 

Britton, Alfred Edward, B.A. Morison, Lennox James, M.A. 
Oxon. (Oxon.) 

Brown, John Kennett, B.A. (Oxon.) Nash, Leonard Rupert 

Buchanan, Robert William Nicholson, John 

Bugler, Richard William Nuttall, George Ernest 


Bullock, Albert Henry Oakley, Frederick 

Carpenter, James Sidney Ogilvie, Alan Freeman Walker, B.A. 
Carr, Horace Fulton, B.A. (Oxon.) (Camb.) 

Case, Lee Oldfield, Norman 


? 
Charles, Henry Pendrill Jones 
Cooke, Edmund 
Cole, Ebenezer Vincent 
Coore, Alban, B.A. (Oxon ) 
Cross, Ambrose Betham 
Crowther-Smith, Vivian Francis 
Crozier, Henry Darley 


Oram, Abel John Henry 

Parkes, Harry Stanley,jB.A. (Camb.) 
Payne, Robert Sidney, B.A. (Oxon.) 
Peace, Charles Ernest 

Peerozshaw, Noshirwan 

Pengelly, John Isaac 

Piper, Harry Burt 


Cryer, Thomas Eli Porter, John Copestake 
Davies, David John Proctor, Jobn William 
Davis, David Puntan, Archibald John 


Dinwiddy, Harry Lutwyche 


Radcliffe, Joseph Greaves 
Double, George Alfred 


Rawlings, James Percy Salmon 


Dutton, Harry Read, Percy 

Duxbury, Ernest Willis Reay-Nadin, Robert Armstrong 
Duxbury, Yates Revis, Leonard Henry 
Ferguson, Robert Ridley, Gerald Arthur 

Fisher, Henry James Risdon, Frank 

Forbes, Walter James Robertson, Edwin Fleming 
Ford, Francis Walter Roney, Ernest 


Forfar, Alan Monro, M.A.(Aberdeen) Russell, Geoffrey William 
Fraser, Wallace Shepheard, Percy Beaumont 
Gamlin, Hubert James Sherwood, Arthur Hugh 
George, William Saville Smith, Clitherow 
Greaves, Francis Smith, Herbert George 
Griffith, Godfrey de Gorrequer Smith, Leslie Humphrey 
Griffiths, Rhys David Smitb, Walter Bernard 
Hall, Frederick Ernest Smith, Wilfrid Basil Woodd, B.A. 
Frederick William (Camb.) 

Hanscombe, William Hammond Storr, Paul 
Harvey, Ernest Gilmour Stott, John Horace 

George, B.A. (Oxon.) Sutherland, John James 
Hickman, Herbert George Theobald, Frederick George 


H Thomas Atkinson, B.A. Thornhill, Henry Langton 

Oxon.) Tucker, John Michael 
Hoggett, Henry Turner, Augustus, M.A. (Oxon) 
Hope, John Percival Turner, William Triggs Stevenson 
Hutley, Alfred Waller, George Albert 
Jackson, William Warburton, John 
Jenkins, John Ward, Cecil Wellesley 
Johnson, Sydney Newman Warlow, Alick John Picton, B.A. 
Jones, Hywel Owen, B.A. (Camb.) (Camb.) 
Jones, Joseph Thomas Wells, Charles Henry 


Jones, Rhys Thomas 
Kent, William Jobn 
Kirkeonnel, Harold 
Kite , Arthur 


Whitehead, William Hingeston, 
B.A. (Oxon.) 

Whiteford, Basil Hamilton 

Whitley, Edward Nathan, LL.B. 


Kiteon, Robert Paul (Camb. ) 
Knigh ee nag Wine Wi aa Frederick 
ohn Ellio Villi illiam G 1 
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LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Brasisxcuam Law Srvpents’ Socirery.—Feb. 7.—Mr. J. 8. Pritchett, 
M.A. B.C.L., barrister-at-law, presided.— The moot point discussed was: 
‘ The readers of a newspaper are invited for a small entrance fee to take 
part in a miesing w competition, the entrance fees to be divided 
amongst those who select the word favoured by the largest number of the 
competitors. Is the competition legal?’’ Mr. A. H. McBean the 
debate in the affirmative, and was support<d by Messrs. A. B. itfield, 
H. Willison, W. Somers, and C. H. Smith. Mr. H. Eaden replied in the 
negative, and was supported by Messrs. A. S. Andercon and H. J. Lester. 
After the openers had replied, the chairman summed up and then put the 
— to the meeting, when it was decided in the negative by twelve 
6 nine. 


- 


Law Srvpents’ Devatrxa Socirry.—Feb. 7.—Chairman, Mr. Neville 
Tebbutt.—An impromptu debate was held on various subjects selected by 
= Sve. dag tena 4 a spoke: Messrs. Kirk, Snowdon, 
toddard, Close r. ey, Jolly, Cornock, Hart, Solomon, Chapman 
Smith, Hildersheimer, and others,” Se fii sa 





LEGAL NEWS. 
APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. E. Evetyn Barron, solicitor, of 55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C., 
London, has been elected Secretary of the Law Association, in succession to 
the late Mr. Carpenter. 

Mr. R. D. Mur, barrister, has been appointed one of the two Junior 
Counsel to the Treasury at the Central Criminal Court, in succession 
to Mr. Horace Avory. 

Mr. Tuomas Ratercn, barrister, Registrar of the Privy Council, has 
been appointed a Member of the Council of the Governor-General of 
India, in succession to Mr. M. D. Chalmers, 0.8.1. 

Mr. Srvart Cunnincuam Macasx1g, barrister, has been elected Treasurer 
of the Honourable Society of Gray’s-inn for the ensuing year, in succession 
to Mr. Lewis Coward, whose term of office will expire on the i0th of April, 
1899. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLuTions. 


Freperick WitiiaAM Baker, Caartes CampsBety Mackiix, WILLIAM 
Henry Benrens, fand Cuartes Wrerorp Brown, solicitors (Jenkins, 
Baker, & Co.), 134, Fenchurch-street, London Jan 1. The business 
will henceforth be carried on by the said Frederick William Baker, 
William Henry Behrens, and Charles Wreford Brown. [(azette Feb. 3. 


Arruur Tuomas Carr and Grorce Bamrey Wuson, solicitors (Carr & 
Wilson), Birmingham Jan. 12, [ Gazette, Feb. 7. 


GENERAL. 


The Times says that in view of the unanimous devision of the House of 
Lords in the case of the Attorney-General v. Beech that the Finance Act, 
1894, imposes no charge of estate acy beg the death of a life tenant of 
settled property when that life tenant surrendered his life interest in 
such property more than twelye months before death, Mr. Gibson Bowles 
intended to ask the Chancellor of the Exchequer on Thursday whether it 
is proposed to return all the duties which have been under such circum- 
stances exacted by the Crown since July, 1895, under the new construction 
of the Act which was then adopted under the advice of the law officers of 
the Crown, and which is now decided to have been erroneous ; whether he 
can state approximately the total amount of the duties exacted under this 
construction in the cases in question and the number of separate accounts 
involved ; and whether, considering the position taken up by the present 
and the late Attorney-General before the Hou:e of Lords, it is proposed to 
abstain in future from claiming the duty uader such circumstances. 


In charging the grand jury at the Reading Acsizes last week, Mr. 
Justice Wright referred to the Criminal Evidence Act, 1898, and said that 
no doubt sooner or later the question would come before some of them, 
when acting as justices, whether prisoners who had given evidence on 
their own behalf on oath, and had nevertheless been convicted, should be 


committed for trial for perjury. It was one of the most difficult questions _ 


they could have to deal with, because the privilege to prisoners of giving 
evidence on oath would become of no value if prisoners might give false 
evidence with impunity. Juries would say, ‘‘ What is the use of our 
paying any attention to the prisoner’s evidence if he can with impunity, 
tell any falsehood he pleases?’’ Therefore, in the interest of prisouxers 
themselves, it was highly desirable that the impression should not get abroad 
that no pr ings would be taken against them. On the other hand, such 
proceedings should be taken with great caution and dealt with in a spirit 
of the strongest common sense. It would be worse than useless to put a 
man on his trial for perjury merely because he denied he was at the place 
where the alleged offence was committed, or that he had committed the 
offence charged. But, if a prisoner went out of his way to make false 
charges against others or sought wantonly to destroy the prosecutor’s 
character, the justices would probably think it a case for punishment for 
perjury. Butif such cases came before them as magistrates he hoped 
they would shew their common sense and refyse to commit where it was 
not an aggravated case. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE, 
Rora or Rearerzans 1 ATTENDANCE CN 












Appga Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Srrauixa, 
+13 My, Godfrey Mr. Lavie Mr, Pugh 
Leach Carrington Beal 
Godfrey Lavie Pugh 
Leach Carrington Beal 
Godfrey Lavie Pugh 
Leach Carrington Beal 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicn, Romer. 
9 Fev......s00cereee18 Mr. Church Mr, King 
z ae 
eos ate Greswell Farmer 
dactedes capooceusectoseedee Church King 
soovenrigeoreoeeconenenel@ Greswell Farmer 
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THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 15.—Messrs. Evwin Fox & Bovsirgvp, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rents, at 
Se Ee MT coda Groend Mest of A100 por exam, im Cie 
Parish kson, on round- oO per annum, in o 
fanies ae Solicitors, Messrs. Beli, Brodrick, & Gray, London. 
eld f ia Alene ry inn cats amouatiog y Pix} 
354 um ; h ‘or 90 years unex; -rents amou 
= annum. »Boliditors, for 90 yoors unexpired & Short, Lon 
rot MOLD OROUND-RENT of £000 per annum, pert oe 
FREEHO. T of per annum, 
Monument. Solicitors, Messrs. Pedley, May, & Fletches, Lond 
REVER3IONS: 
To One-tenth of a oe egy ome of oe value of £4,300; lady aged 72. Solici- 


To Fovhald Pre Properties ej ful iy leensed es at se Sete, value £10,900; 


lady aged 60. Solicitor, E B Chapman, Bax 
FIVE UNDI ED 2ist PARTS of an te in Cork, yo £109; also Two 
Geceoree™ Parts of another Estate, shone, oducing £40 5s. 8d. per anuum, with 
cies for £750 on life aged 25. Bol Mersrs. Csieer ¢ & Colyer, London. 
MORTGAGE E DEBT of £2,000 upon the everson >; One-h f Freeholds, pro- 
ducing over £1,200; gentleman 46; lady aged 38; with Polisies. 
ue Messrs. Colyer & Colyer, on. 
PO 
For £500, a £250. Solicitors, Messrs. Stanley, Woodhouse, & Hedderwick, of 


For £500, ‘with profits. Solicitor, F. H. Adams, Esq., jun., Ross. 
For £300, with profits. Solicitors, Messrs. Douglas Norman & Co., London 
SHARES in Irish Goldfields of Gaspé, Canada, and Bullionist Publishing Co. 
Solicitors, oy G. 8. & XS Y Brandon, London, 
(See advertisements, this week, back page ) 
RESULT OF SALE, 


"The “Horton Estate,” Rethemeteain, Semmatty the the on of Sir Robert Henry 
Gunning, Bart., has been sold to Mr. G. Ha: m, of easier, 8s home. 
Ksicur, Feayx, & Ruriey, of Conduit-street, for a sum approaching £90,000, 


upon property near the 





—-~-— 
———— 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faivay, Feb. 3. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep mm CHANOERY. 

ALLIANCE 5 as A Loutep—Petn for . up, presented Jan 27, directed to be 
heard Feb borough & Co, 23, solors for oor Notice of 
Fao one ay the above-named -¥ later than’ 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 

b 17 


Barwon .& Devort, Linrreo—Creditors are requested, on or before March 14, to send their 
mames and addresses, and the sesthnhams @ of their debta or — to A. J. Channon, 
St Mi Michael’s House, Basinghall st. Pakeman, 1 solor for liquidator 
Bear Heret, Limirep—Creditors are required, 4 or before 10, to send their 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick 
James Duck, 6 and 7, Coleman st 
Bririsu Amusements SynpicaTsE No 1, Liarrep—Petn for wi by Demme Jan 28, 
directed te be heard before Wright, J,on Feb 18, Dixon & voy mansions, the 
Savoy, solors for petners Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 17 
Dovsie-Arcu Tyre Co, ape yee itors are req: on or before March 10, to send 
their nemes and addresses, eee Fe addeeteld’ toloce for nal? 
— st, Milnsbridge, ePadcersfiela, Armitage & Huddersfield, solors for liqui- 
Exectricat Coat Currine Contract Corroratioy, Luurep (1x Votuntary Liquipation) 
itors are required, on or before 24, to send their names and 
the particulars of their debts or lai to Walter Thomas Goolden, 2, St, Nicholas 
oe eee on Tyne. Guscotte & Fowler, 1, York bldgs, adel solors for 


i. “i & Co, Seren Stirs oon maui’, or before March 20, to send their 
names and dresses, and the ulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Harry 
50, Grainger st, Newcastle on Appleby, Newcastle on so’or for liquida: 
INTERNATIONAL Securities Trust Conronazton, *Luutep— ery ‘or winding up, presented 
Jan 80, directed to be heard on Feb 18. Web’ bb & & Sons, 4, King William - solors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of Feb 17 
Lonxpoy 7 band Srorzs, Loor —_.-¥ are required, on or before March 15, 
to send th es and addresses, an d the particulars of their debt or claims, t 
Frank Hall Kingham, 9and 10, Peacaneh st. Birt & Co, Town Hall chbrs, South- 
wark, solor iquidator 
Mancuester Steet Nut axp Tvse Co, Lanse aaa are required, on or before 
1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Alfred Shuttleworth, Duchy chmbrs, 4, Clarence st, Manchester. Page, 
Manchester, solor to liquidator 
Nortu-Western Piongers, Lintrep—Creditora are required, on or Pony March 17, 
in their names and. addresses, and the particulars their debts or claims, to 
linuidatee Windsor Bayne, 101, Leadenhall st. Barker, 7, Union ct, Old Broad st, solor for 


pales Synpicatz, Lunrep—Petn for winding u prentee | + Ly ~ stad to | be 
heard on Feb 18. Mayo & > 10, Drapers’ gd 7. 
not sot later th than’ 60 orelock in 


ers. ae oh ppaeins mnt ust reach the = 
oO 7 
tSourn STAFFORDSHIRE ates S Co, Ragin Pr pee are required. on or before Feb 
21, to send in their names and s,and the particulars of debts or claims, to 
Robert Muras, 83, Darlin Beso st, ig at Smith, Wol solor 
‘Srracey | nn Yuronr poe pe Lowrep (1x Ripe engl Po uired, 
Goble oF clsime to kites idee Meee ow Davis, Tad. 8G se partiulry' of the 
Ww 
‘Hubbard & Wheeler, 13 and 14, et ae lane, solors for liquidator 
‘Sunrisg Miyine SYNDICATE, Linrrrp—Creditors ane sequel, on or before March 12, 


to send their names and addresses, and the f their d claims, 
Harmon Sidney Baker, Copthall House, the purticular ° veatatied » 


West Duepaaian Joint Stock Trust axp Fiyance Corroratioy, Luarep—Creditors 
aestion (thelr dcbte and ciekane: to Me, Willner ua wad Dowga a 
culars 0: e! 

Bavideon & Morriss, 40 and 4: Guomn Vistesln th. ates har euiieee’ — 

West Avstrarian Loan ano GeveraL Frxanor Corporation, Lunmrep—Creditors are 

<>? we 13, to send their names and addresses, and the 
ims, to William Harold Wreford, 6, Dowgate hill. 

vidson & Morriss, 40 and 42, Queen ee ee eee 

Yorxsurne Prece Dyers Association, Limrrep—Creditors are Feb 

28, to their names and addresses, and the of thls dab o claim to Mr 
mtd Sutcliffe, 25, Leeds rd, Bradford. Mumford & Co, Braéford, solors for liqui- 


= 





County PALaTINE oF LANCASTER. 
Luarap m QOnanomry. 
New Lixemurst Coutizay Oo, Lonrep—Peta for winding up, presented Jan 28, directed 


to be heard at St. George’ Hall, Li 
29, Booth st, Manchester, i 


Hall, Liverpool, on Feb , 62, Dale st, Liver solor 

for petner. of appearing must reach the above-named not later 
the afternoon of Feb 12 a hes - 

Gazette.—Tunspay, Feb. 7. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep m Cuanozry. 

Auten & A.Lzy, Lunrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 17, to send their 
and addresses, the particulars of their Mr Alfred John 


names and their debte or <a» 
— ’s House, Basinghall st. Reed & Reed, chmbrs, solors to 
ator 
AmeERics a Trust, Liuirep Gn Tapeepaseen) Gee a ey on or before 
=a send their names particulars of their debts 
to G. @. Walker, 19, St. Swithin’s lane a 
Axri-Vinnation Iscaspescent Licatixe as lautee Fh nee J LiqurpaTion)— 


or before Feb and addresses, the 

acy of thoi debte and dims, "Ht ick Hartman, Ci chmbrs, 2 
pee Bradford. Gordon & nto" Henry Predera Ha ” 

Baxcor Murvat Surp Insurance yay = - > rR on or before 

March 10, to send their names and addresees, and the particulars of their debts or 


0, 
claims, to William John Parry, Arvonia chmbrs, Bangor 
British Paosrectixa Co, Lunrep 
Pan names 


Fel 2, rd on Feb 18. 53, New Broad solors. 
Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 a’chone in the after- 


Cosmorouitan CycLe AND Motor Works, Luutrep.—Peta for winding presented 
ae on Feb 18. Hind & Robinson, 8, Stone Lnobin' 


Feb 2, to 
solors for q tian of egprting samt suneh ip qheve not later than 6 
o’clock in - BR. of Feb 17 

Dawsoy Gas Enorves Syypicats, Liurep—Petn for up, a Jan 27, 

directed to SS See oe Se Munns & Longden, 8, 's solors. 

Notice Fe ap must the above-named not Inter t .4 6 oO” im the after- 
noon of Friday, Feb 17 

Dipssury Goumtwraxere Civs Buitpryes Co, net AO be WB or 
before March 16, to send their names and addresses, and 
oie. 4- S. Wilde, seaiiteualin in qaapanse Boot e Ce it oy nt a tye 
‘or liquida‘ 


Lire Poricy Drama SynpicatE, my oe A aly am | UP, bead 3, os 
to be heard on Feb 18. Woolmer, Temple chmbrs, 
sree singe perio er coon of eb 
New AUSTRALASIAN GoLtp Miyes (Lirrep) on or bef re 
March 22, to send their names and of their debts and 


claims, to 
lane, solors for liquidator 
Nogruern ACETYLENE Gas AnD Canrsips Co, Limirep—Creditors are Se pied, on or 
before March 6, to send in their names, addresses, and descriptions to J 
7, Collingwood! st, Neweastle on tyne. Anderson, Newcastle upon Tyne, solor for 
iq 
Sureceywicn Sart axp Cuemicat Worts yey ye 
March 25, to send their names and particulars of 


claims, to Herbert Alfred Pepper, 1a Templo et Binmiaghon eee 6 te 


Birmingham, 

StronrraL Brick Co, ye are ao seamen, ce or aoa Feb 21, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of and Mr Herbert Holroyd, 
Stonetali Knaresbor Scatcherd & Co, solors for 

Srray Suot axp Excetsior Goup Mixes, Lnarep—Peta for winding up, presented Feb 1, 
directed to be heard on Feb 18. pm fad lng bm nenenk. paw ody Le! 
petners’ solor. Notice of ust reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of Feb vo 

FRIEND ‘Bg a ucures. 
Hunton Amicasie Society, ert Sg ary Jan 
Portrsmoutn SsoutraR snp Rapicat Hatt _ Socrety, Lourep, Southsea, 


Southampton. Jan 
Bumwene Faas Society, British Workman Cocoa Rooms, Commutation row, 
ve! an 
Wipes Cuemicat ayy Copper Workers, Widnes, Lancaster. Jan 26 


HE 


pty & vayed 





Warninc To inTenpine Hovss Purcuasers anp Lesszzs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
ed, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 


minster. Fee quoted on t of particulars. Established 23 

years. Telegrams, ‘ Sanitation. —fAove.)| 

For Tsroar Irerrration anp Cover.— s Glycerine Juju 

ep prove effective. They soften and at @ voice, and are Feb rere 
suffering from cough, soreness, or dryness of the throat. Sold only 

in labelled tins, price 7}d. and 1s. 1d. James Epps & Co., Ltd., Homeo- 

pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 

UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gasette.—Frivay, Jan, 20. 

Atwonp, Faxyy, York March3 Bannister Dent, York 
Atsor, Hanyan, Ardwick, Lancs Feb 21 Ledgard & Co, Manchester 
Brut, Pade Summ Bow, Loughrigg Brow, near Ambleside, Westmoreland Feb 28 
Buitatns, CusatessDatchet, Bucks March 4 Parson & Co, Sherborne in 
Best, Fraycrs, Lower Clapton Feb1S8 Attenborough, Piccadilly 
Brake, Artucr Ernram, Sutton, Cambridges, Brewer's Agent Feb 17 Houchen & 


‘ouchen, 
Brartiina, Mary ANN Exizapern, St Margarets, Middlesex Feb 12 Kerby, Lancaster 


Cuarrertox, Jou, Sheffield March1 Greaves, Sheffield 
Conn, Sanau Any, Balham Feb 28 Fowler, Old Serjeants’ inn, Chancery lane 
Coxmrap, Frances Sanan, Rhyl, Frint Feb 10 Gamlin & Williams, Rhy! 





Crooks, Jony, Hoveringham, Nottingham Feb sS Martin & Sons, Nottingham 


Thomas Dundas Pillans, 49, Sn Vitra ae Phillips & Co, Sherborneq 


at 
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Deax, James, Wandsworth Common, Licensed Victualler Feb 20 Webbers & Duncan, 
Sou 


bldgs 
Fixtaysoy, J ps Semskeome, Dorset Feb 28 Witt & Kemp-Welch, Poole 
FirzGeraup, Cuanies Ecrrtoy, Folkestone, Doctor of Medicine March 6 Cooper & Co, 


lane 
Foster, Jane, Harlesden March 4 Hughes & Aston, Edgware rd 
GitLam, Epwanp, Worcester March 10 Jeffery, Worcester 
Gurvey, Rey. Atrrep, Roehampton, Surrey Feb28 Bompas & Co, Great Winchester st 


Hatuam, Epw: —— Garrett, Nottingham, Chartered Accountant Feb 28 Martin & Sons’ 
ottil ™m 
Husntros, Assi, Finchleyrd March1 Rooks & Co, King st 


Hasitroy, Ex:tzasetu, Finchley rd March1 Rooks & Co, King st 
Hanpvex, Marrua, Cronkeyshaw, Rochdale Feb11 Chadwick, Rochdale 
Ho.royp, Cuar.gs, Eastbourne March 15 Sanderson & Co, Quesn Victoria st 


Wesrworrn, Saucer Hotworray, Ambhoe rd, Brook Green March 4 Desborough & 
Co, Finsbury pavement 
Jacors, Epwarp, Finsbury pavement, Auctioneer Feb 28 Hicks & Co, King st, 


Covent gdn 

JEFFREYS, Mar MADUKE Rose en Hemel Hempstead, Hertford Feb 27 Jull & Co, Queen 
Anne’ 8 gate, Westmin: 

Jounsox, WILLIAM, Walworth rd, Licensed Victualler Feb 283 Bowman & Curtis- 
Hayward, ford ro 


Joxes, Lewis, Winscote New Winton, Hants, Railway Contractor Feb 11 Fishers, 
Essex st, Strand 
Kixapoy, Mary Asx, Ilfracombe, Devon Feb 28 Birt & Co, Townhall chmbrs, 


Southwark 
Luckxauax, Rey Witttram James Grast, Castle Eaton Rectory, Wilts Jan 51 Dixon, 
Pewsey, ilts 


Meracuer, Saran Lucy,Sydenham March1 Godden & Co, Old Jewry 
Mowyk, Rev Hersert, Newton le Willows, Lancs Feb 21 Smith, Wigan 


Moxy, Grorcr, Pentonville rd, Licensed Victualler March 6 Stileman & Co, 
Southampton st 
Naytor, Wit.1Am, Sheffield, Engineer Feb 16 Dootson, Leigh 


eRRY, Mary, Liverpool March10 Quinn & Sons, Liverpool 
Paice, Taomas, Stretford, nr Manchester Feb 18 Lycett & Jepson, Manchester 
Biptey, Samvet Epwiy, St Helen’s,I W Feb25 Bannister & Reynolds, Basinghall st 
Rosrxsox, Wittiam, Southport Feb 22 Toulmin & Co, Liverpool 
Sacer, Gzoncz Tuomas, Upper Holloway Feb17 Boulton & Co, Northampton sq 
Srarxe, Exvizasetn, Stretton, Strafford March1 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 
Syxes, Curistopner, Chesterfield st, Mayfair Feb6 Hasties, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Towett-E.iis, Eowanv Goppirp, Paddington Feb 23 Dommett & Son, Gresham st 


Wassac E, Wrasees Cuaries, Charing Crossrd Feb 18 Hunters & Haynes, New sq, 
ineoln’s n 
Wenn, Georce, Worthing Feb 2 Francis & Calder, Adelaide pl, London bridge 


Wueeter, Emma Maria, Ealing March6 Withers & Co, Arundel st, Strand 
Woops, Gzorcz, Blackburn Jan30 Shaw, Blackburn 
Woorrexpss, Eowanp, Smithybridge, nr Rochdale March3 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Waicut, Etizaneru Jase, Chesterton, Cambridge March1 Whight, Cambridge 
Waricut, Tuomas, Chesterton, Cambridge, Valuer March 1 Wright, Cambridge 

London Gazette.—Tvespay, Jan, 24 
Axsor, James Rovent, Eeaforth, Lancs March? Miller & Co, Liverpool 


Beexert, Rey Wiitisu Tuomas, Hunstanton, Norfolk Feb 23 Hussey & Ingyen, 
Stone bidgs 
Bowa:11, Opapian Hesry, Norwich, Leather Merchant Feb14 Mills & Reeve, Norwich 


Bzaows, Joux James, Beckenham Feb 20 Butcher, Bouverie et, Fleet st 

Brows, Wittiam, South Bank, York, Grocer March 4 Faber & Co, Stockton on Tees 
Castie, Tuomas Grorcr, Plymouth, Pawnbroker Feb 28 Shelly & Johns, Plymouth 
Caswett, Jony, ae Worcester Feb 25 Smith & Co, Dudley 

Cosnke, Evizsnetn Axx, Banbury, Oxford Feb 25 Kirby & Sons, Coventry 

Cragxe, Hexny, Easton, Bristol,Mason March 25 Tarr & Arkell, Bristol 

Core, Joaxssa Prowse, Plymouth Feb 25 Wolferstan, Piymouth 


Cortixs, Rovert, Monkswearmouth Shore, Durham March 16 Wilford & Sons, 
‘Sunderland’ 
Corts, Cusnies, Southsea, Hants March7 Pink, Portsmouth 


Dexsxe, Geoncixa Many, Ascot, Berks Feb 20 Saltwell & Co, Stone bligs 


Detk:sa, Exizapern Evertva Hevwic Joserua, Shoreham, Sussex Feb 10 Ellis, 
Lincoln’s inn ficlds 
eine, ALec, Brighton Feb 28 Wilkinson & Co, Bedford st, Covent garden 


Desecss, Janes, Weat Kensington, Medical Student Feb15 Swann, Cannon st 
Foseusx, Aurrep Toouss, Blackheath March 1 Worrell & Son, Coleman st 

Fosrenz, Axxe Hives, Sunderland Feb 20 Steel & Co, Sunderland 

Giseox, Mancaret, Low Fell, Durham Feb 21 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Greexsuirn, Josern, Radford, Nottingham, Hosier Feb 28 Barber, Nottingham 
Guesrety, Rooert Serriuve, Chelsea Feb 28 Bompas & Co, Great Winchester st 
Garsrett, Boruta, Chelsea Feb 28 Bompas & Co, Great Winchester st 

Hevwoov, Many, Bradford Feb 25 Morgan & Morgan, Bradford 

Hirt, Many, Bayswater March 23 Hughes & Masterman, New Broad et 

Hu, yg South Kensington, Cutler March1 Andrews & Fawcus, Essex 


Hiscxrsuax, Marv, Chatlecote, nr Bridgnorth, Salop Feb 21 Phillips, Shifnal 
Ho1n0%1, Casnies, Eastbourne March 15 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Hoorr Js Srer rem Heaton Meracy, Lancs, Independent Minister Feb 11 Weston & Co, 


Hows, Marcan ad r, Gravel In, Houndsditch Feb 23 Sheehy, Coleman st 
Hrise, Jons Jaurs, 8t Leonards on Sea Febi1 Chalinder, Hastings 


Leatox, Kuizasetn Meitssevx, New Brighton, Chester, Licensed V, 
Newman & Kent, L fverpor "6 ’ va ictualler March 1 
Marrurws, Grorcx, Dudley, Coach Builder Feb 25 Smith & Co, Dudley 


Moons, Jauzs, Oldham Febit Lees, Oldham 

Pexoixecer, Joux, Wigan Marchi Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Peart, Janus, Hastings Veb 11 Chalinder, Hastings 

Reorens, Vasxcis, Derby. Letter Carrier Fob Walker & Terry, Belper 





Suugmer, Hanyan, Cheltenham March7 Billings, Cheltenham 

Sparks, Exizanetn, Stretton, Stafford March1 Hinckley & Co, Lichfield 

Srarrorp, Bensauiy, Nottingham, Licensed Victualler Feb 2S Spencer, Nottingham 
Sreveyson, James Rerpey Avoeustus, Cheltenham Feb27 Ticehurst & Sons, Cheltenham 
Tansuck, Erizasern, Leyland, Lancs March1 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 

Taunton, Joux, Downton, Wilts, Yeoman Feb 28 Fulton & Pye-Smith, Salisbury 
Wattace, Joun, Liverpool MD March8 Payne & Frodsham, Liverpool 

Watus, Fanny, Ashbourne, Derby March1 Smith & Bostock, Derby 

Watts, Rosert, Ashbourne, Derby March12 Smith & Bostock, Derby 


Wanrscrtox, Exizanernh Mary Moore, Blandford Forum, Dorset March 1 Smith, 


Blandfo: 
Wartsoy, James, Ashton in Makerfield, Lancs, Joiner March1 Peace & Ellis, Wigan 


Witxissoy, Wit114m, Churchill, Worcester, Ironmaster Feb 25 Bagott & Co, Dudley 
Witirams, Exizaseto Any, Bayswater March 11 Pareon & Co, Sherborne lane 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Jan. 27. 
Avtey. Cuaries Coes, Upper Norwood, Civil Enginer Feb23 Irvine & Borrowm in, 
Hart st, Mark in’ 
Apbvey, WituiAm Heyry, Camrose, Pembroke Feb 28 Irvine & Borrowman, Hart st, 


Mark In 
Arrcuisoy, Davin, Bayswater March 1 Rose & Jchnson, Delabay st 


Bagyarp, Tuomas, Hackney Feb10 Durant, Guildhall chmbrs 

BraksPear, Witt1am Haywakp, Corsham, Wilts March7 Dyer, Bats: 

Brumrirr, Hannan, Preston Feb11 Ward, Preston 

Caret-Curz, ArTaur, Ingatestone, Essex March1 Barlow & Pa:l>~, Fenchurch st 

Crayton, Jounx Fraycis WuireLock, Handsworth, Solicitor March 6 Rylan 
& Birming 

Corte, Patrick, Consett, Durham, Innkeeper March 1 McCartan, [ urham 

Curtis, SAmvet, Cheshunt, Hertford Feb23 Bond, Leadenhall st 

Davy, Axx, Downham Market Feb 28 Reed & Wayman, Dcw.l am Market 


Davy, Tuomas Patuer Barratt, Cownham Market, Norfolk Fcb23 Reed & Wayman, 
Downham Market 
De Crespieny, Frascis Ametivs, Wimbledon March9 Peel, Nor‘o‘k st, Stranl 


Drepoz, WitL1Am, Whippingham, IW Feb 23 Pittis, Newport 

Dunpar, ALEXANDER, Liverpool, Doctor March11 Cleaver & Co, Liverpool 

East, Many, Risborough, Bucks Feb 20 Horwood & James, Aylesbury 

Even, Rev Rosert, M A, Wymondham, Norfolk Feb26 Pomeroy & Son, Wymordham 
Evans, Jouy, Darley Date, Derby, Miller Feb 21 Potter, Matlock Bridge 

Evans, Jous, Tredegar, Mon, Stable Manager Feb 25 £pencer, Tredegar 

Farrow 5) he Victoria st, Westminster, Surgeon Feb 23 Fallows, lancaster pl, 


FRANCE, tn ames, Bromwich, Machine Proprietor March1 Buller & Cross, Birmingham 
Fry, Matitpa Saran, Camberwell March 25 Dawson & Co, New sq, Lincoln’s inn 


Garsrer, Rev Tuomas Parry, Attleborough, Norfolk March 1 Beachcroft & Co, 
Theobalds rd ; 
Goope, Georce, Deptford Feb 24 Howard & Shelton, Greenwich. 


Goon, Ricnarp Witsnere, Ramsgate March1 Farmer & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Gray, Wi111am, Puckeridge, Hertfcrd March1 Smith & Hudson, Mincing In 

Green, Raymonp Frepericx Apvo.ravs, Birmingham March 11 Brooks, Birmingham 
Het.arp, Rosert, Taunton, Somerset Feb28 Maynard, Taunton 

Hopesox, Any, Bradford March 14 Weatherhead & Knowles, Bingley 

Hoan, Mantis, Battersea, Commissionaire Feb 20 Ellis, Lincolns inn fields 

Hook, Jessert A, Marta, Cardiff Feb 28 Williams, Cardiff 

Howpes, Tuomas, Wakefield, Iropfounder Feb 26 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 
Hupsox, Jony, Shap, Westmorland, Yeoman Feb 28 Little & Lamonby, Penrith 


T’Ansoy, Tuomas Francis, Whitehaven, Cumberland, Doctor March 1 Brockbank & 
Co, Whitehaven 
LANE, Witiia, Weston super Mare, J.P. March10 Nunneley & Waterman, Bristol 


Lane, be LLIAM, Newton Abbot, Devon, Dairyman March 9 Baker & Co, Newton 
At 


Lewy, Jouy Focips, Woodgate, Leicester Feb 20 Buckley, Leicester 
Mitier, Micnagn FeetuaM, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s ion, Stockbroker Feb 27 Miller, 


Raymond bidgs 
Monrcas, Jons, Carmarthen Feb 25 White, Carmarthen 


Mvnvock, Jaxe Wuanniz, Virginia, US A Marché Hall & Co, Manchester 

Owe, Witt14m, Kidsgrove, Stafford, Labourer Feb 18 Adams, Tunstall 

Parstow, Tuomas, Southend Feb£8 Rose-Innes & Co, Billiter sq bldgs 

Pearsoxs, Hexay Fraxcis, Moston, Manchester, Joiner March 11 Higham, Manchester 

Pxasr, Catnesixe, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester March 11 Higham, Manchester 

Po.uitr, Jous, Harwood, nr Boltoa Feb24 Hope & Garstang, Wigan 

Porr, gsam, Downham Market, Norfolk, Draper Feb 28 Reed & Wayman, Downham 
r 


Reprorp, Danie. Bexsamix, Tuebrook, Liverpool, Team Owner Feb 28 Jones & Co, 
divi 
Reep, Roverr Ruopgs, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Doctor March %i Ginn & Matthew, 


mbridge 
Reysoips, Racugi, Poplar Feb 24 Nickinson & Co, Chancery ln 
Ropers, Caartotre, Boston, Lincoln Feb 20 Waite & Co, Boston 
Russet, Ex1as, Downham Market, Norfolk, Dealer Feb 23 Reel & Wayman, Dowa- 
ham Market 


Savex, Witt1am, Stone, Stafford Feb 28 Birch, Stone * 
Suxruery, Acyrep, Sheffield, Auctioneer March 25 Alderson & (Co, Sheffield 
Suzrnenp, Tuomas, Henley on Thames, Hotel Keeper March 1 Mercer & Co, Henley on 
Thames 
Soromon, Micuars, Bis! te st Without, Warehouseman March 9 Lumley & 
La ony date 


umley, Old Ji 
Sraite, Gronor, ieyton March 15 Freeman, Chancery In 


Tuomas, Jancs, Saltley, Birmingham, Boot Dealer Dec 21 Brooks, Birmingham 

Tuomas, Jonx, Nantymoel, Glam Feb 23 Randall & Co, Bridgend 

Toor, Eowsnb, Marylebone, Restaurant Proprietor Feb 27 Steadman & Van Praagh, 
Old Broad st 


Wicock, Gronay, Ovenden, Farmer Feb 27 Ingram & Huntriss, Halifax 


Wincneises -Anpo Norrincnam, ie ie Mvunay Evwanv Gottvor, Karl of Feb 23 
Broughton & Co, Great Marlborough st 














gham 
eltenham 


yury 


Smith, 
Wigan 
Dudley 
e 
frown in, 


, Hart sf, 


rch st 
Rylan 


Wayman, 
1 


mordham 


caster pl, 
ningham 
sinn 

oft & Co, 
4 st 
L 
ningham 


ith 

wkbank & 
siist al 

o, Newton 


27. ~Miller, 


fanchest2r 





fanchester 


Downham 
nes & Co, 


Matthew, 


in, Dowa- 


Henley on 


Lumley & 


am 


n Praagh, 


of Feb 23 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frtvay, Feb. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Armstrong, Patrick Peter, Old = my nr Manchester, 
Slater Salford PetJanié Ord Jan 30 

BarxeEnr, James, Bradford, Boiler Repeloer Bradford Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 


Bortte, Joux, Fulham, Grocer High Court Pet Jan 27 
Ord Jan 31 

Borwricut, Witt1AM WaALtLAce, Walthamstow, Draper 
High Court Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Bovesee, Wiuiau, Burnley Burnley Pet Jan30 Ord 
an 30 

Briastockr, James, Carmarthen, Chemist Carmarthen 
Pet Jan 81 Ord Jan 31 

Carter, Witt1am, Coventry, Fruit Merchant Coventry 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 

Gangs, 3 Rosert, tak, Joiner Leeds PctJan28 Ord 


Coiis, Ernest acme, Belvedere, Kent, Be and Colour 
Man Rochester PetJan31 Ord Jan3 

Crake, Francis, Gateshead, Boot 
Tyne Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Dovst, ALFRED, jun, and Atperr Dovst, Great Grimaby, 
Painters Great Grimsby Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 81 

Evpaip, Wacrer Percy, Old Jemres | a aaaen eames 

urt Pet Dec 9 Ord J 
ock, Staffs, Gaeeer Walsall Pet 


EnpERBY, GEORGE ey Eccles, Boot Dealer Salford 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

Frevpen, Henry W, Weeton super Mare Bridgwater Pet 
Jan 21 Ord Feb 

se a Batley, Tein Dewsbury Pet Jan3i Ord 
an 


Manager "‘menuitie on 


Fricczens, Wituiam Tuomas, Penzance, Cornwall, 
= af ee tt house Keeper Truro Pet Feb 1 Ord 
e 
Fritcuiey, Joun James, Gone, Notts, Farmer Derby 
Pet t Jan 81 Ord Jan 3 
GaLLWeEy, CoLLEY F nhl Chelsea gins, Clerk High 
Court Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Garver, Evizapetu Any, yom Yorks, Fancy Dealer 
bee Ta “gp © lve Engineer 
GoopMAN, JouN, Peter- 
borough Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Haypen, Cuaries Ernest, Manchester, Bookkeeper Man- 
chester Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Homes, Jonn Cuar_es, Fairfield, aa General Dealer 
H ae oon mag SBlaime Mone Fi Tred 
OWELLS, SAMUEL JOHN, on, armer 
Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 -— 
Kintiey, GrorcE aa Newcastle on Tyne, Coi 
veller Newe' m Tyne Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 
Kyicut, Tuomas, Werkuen, Notts, Hotel Keeper Sheffield 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Lauper, Camit_z, Somerset st, Portman ing house 
Keeper High Court Pet. Dec 14 "Jan 31 
Lewis, GEORGE, pegent, Herefords, Baker Worcester 
Pet Jan Ord Jan 30 
MEeEtviite, Micuakt, eens on 7, Wine Merchant 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 30 
MipcG.ey, Apert, Horton, Bradford, ) wantin A Traveller 
M naa Pot Jan 31 Ord a = Hudd 
ITCHELL, J AMES, e ersfield 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 F 
N: a ry Charterhouse sq High Court Pet Jan’4 
Neaves, Epwiy Arruvr, Sout am, Corn Merchant 
7 Lis emery | Pet Jan e Ord a. 
Vurn, Exisan, Brynmawr, Brecon. Fish esman Tredegar 
Pet Feb 1’ Ord Feb 1" : 
Parker, ALFrep Henry, Bow, Medical Practitioner High 
Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 
Peacock, Ropert, West ane, Painter Sunderland 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Pr aaee, i ae Hampstead, Builder High Court Pet 


an 30 
Percy, JAMEs, South Tottenham, Watchmaker Edmonton 
Pet Jan 12 Ord Jan 3) 
Perens, Peter, and teed AS SAMUEL Paspas, Horsham, 
uilders Brighton Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
eS om Provision Dealer Wigan Pet 


an 
Pvucn, Samvgt, Ore , Balop, Grocer Wrexham 
jas Odin em 


Butcher's 
» mee ae Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
OBERTS, CHARLES ILLIAM, pton 
Roc tigt Court Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 ‘te pnd 
OGERS, ARTHUR “yy ewport, Mon, Plum New- 
port, Mon Pet Feb1 Ord rd Feb’ 
Rornery, Frep, a, Tobacco Merchant Halifax Pet 
R Pept Landy be Leonards 
ow, GILBERT, onards on ing house Ki 
Hastings Pet Jan 81 Ord tena ’ Reid 
Sacem, Mvurav Isaac, Manchester, Merchant Manchest 
P Ln: rel Ord Jan 1 « 
ERBER, GrorcR, Newcastle on ©, Butcher Ni 
on T Pet Jan 30 O:d Jan 30 ss omnes 
Saitn, Tuomas, Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet Jan 31 
Ord Jan 81 


Brorrorta, CnaRes, seared Wheelwright Bolton Pet 

eacen, been tee hton le Spri Durham, Pain 

‘AYLoR, Raurn, Ho’ nm. 

© Darham Pet J an 80 Ord Dn Jan 2° P id 

nintLe, Roprrr rt 8 ision Dealer 
8! Pet Jan 27 ‘Ord F -t% itive 

dersfield, Whitesmith Hudd 


ane, WILuiAM = Gt Grimsby, 





BEwyeEtTT, See en ee Feb 15 at 3 pono 


Corporation st, on 
oornes Rosert, and ILLIAM BeEynon, 


ae, ‘Bivin Lirepal m7 siete Sake 


med 1 iver Victualler 
Feb 10 at11 Bankruptcy 


Borwrigut, Wittiam WALLACE,  —> ened Draper 
Feb 10 at12 Bankru; di y st 
Bravsuaw, Josepn, Birs fe Feb 10 


at3 Off Rec, 1 
Gann ARTHUR, install Teede Ot Dox Oil Dealer Feb 10 at 11 
Bank chmbrs, Batley 
Gunme Hoven, Leeds, 3 Jo man Joiner Feb 15 at 12 


22, 
Dr» Joi "Aberdare, ‘Travelling Dra Feb 10 at2 
1 High per e 





st, Methyr Tydfil 
Exprip, a Dance, | 


peter oy bldg, Carer st Accountant 
2. ig | Carey 
GLoyye, Henry Water, Wakefield, Tailor’s Manager 


e pay hae 1l Off Ree, es et 
RAY, EDERICK, e 1 1D: 
Hotel, Nicholas at Bural —— 


ees Set tee ce Meio ema, Montgomery, Farmer Feb 
High ot Ne ewto 
"Physician Feb 10 at 3 


Ki Ban "Srewarz, Flint, 


row, Chester 
Lavupet, Camit_e, Somerset st, Portman sq, peeing heme 
Feb 14 at 12 i <> bidgs, Carey st 
Lewis, GzorcE, ard, Baker Fep 13 at 11 45, 


Masurorp, Grorce Freperick, Clee Lines, Bi 
Feb 10 at12 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsp; 

MeErca.reE, Procres, Ossett, "York, Rag Merchant 10 
at3 Off Rec, Bank a 

Nosiz, Heyry, Burton on it, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 11 at 11.40 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 


Trent 
Nuttey, Josepu, Cleethorpes, Lincs, Builder Feb 10 at 
11.80 Off 15, Osborne st, Gt Grimsby 
O'Hara, Witt1am James, Leicester, Dentist Feb 17 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 1, dod, 
Parry, Owey, 
Maker Feb 21 at 1.15 Market fall, Bisse 
8, , Surrey Feb 10 ne 11.30 


<a on. 

Pu = he es 7, Beyesosh, Bridgend, Collier 

ILLIPS, he, NRY, nr ‘ol 
Feb 11 at 10,30 Queen st, Cardiff 

PitkineTon, JAMES, owen Dealer Feb 13 at 
2.30 Court house, i 

Pirrock, Epwiy, AG oP ad it, Butcher Feb 16 at 
9 Off Canterbury 


Rice, Frank Fede Peland st, ‘Oxford a Designer 
Feb 13 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Ca ‘ 

mote ah 
‘eb 10 ai 

Saypverson, Jon, Cottingham, Y Market Garlone 
Feb 10 at 11 ‘Off Rec, Trinity Howse Hull 

Buurt0s, TW, We Wandsworth, Oo Commercial Feb 10 at 
1 

Sairu, Joun pares de Ri tincken Draper Feb 10 at 11 
Off Park 


st, Ni 
Sroprortn, CHARLES, Bepas Wheelwright Feb 18 at 10,30 
mS on 
WEETING, JOHN jOMAS "THBERTSON, 
Traveller Feb 10at12 Off Hes, 6 Bond ton Wak 
Turev EG, ted Lion ct, Meet st Feb 13 at 12 Bank- 
ru 
Urry, wd 1LL1AM, Wroxall, I W, Butcher Feb27at 
Saaney Pe Guay st, Newport, Iw 
Feb 13 at 
py oe ford 
Tailor Feb 15 at 12 Of Rec, 
t Grimsby, el Feb 10 


atli Of R o. Osborne st, Great Gri: 


Yoxatt, Perer , Paperhangings Dene? Feb 10 at 
ll Off Ree, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 


semen <1 ~~ + $< Yee 
London Gazette of Jan. 


a, Joux, Birkb Carden Feb 9 at 


Ree, 19, Folia ¥ William st, 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Barker, James, Bradford, Boiler Repairer Bradford Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 23 
Desens, Davin, Liverpool, Cabinet Manufacturer 
— 7 Wittiam, Burnley Burnley Pet Jan 30 Oni 
an 
Brrastocke, James, Carmarthen, Chemist Carmarthen 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 31 
Carter, — Coventry, Fruit Merchant Coventry 
Pet Fe Ord Feb 1 
Capeee, © adh, 4g ON Leeds PetJan 28 Oni 
Cou 1. Sager Matcotm, Belvedere, Kent Oil and Colour 
Rochester Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 81 
a Gpanen, Casing Cross rd High Court Pet Noy 


Daees, Boon, High Court 
Pet 'van 4. Ord am Jan 30 
Dousn, 41 jun., “4 Atzert Dovust, Great Grimsby, 





Towneno, Groner, Hud 
w field - Jan 27 = Mogi . 
ueetan, nuupraick, Great Grimsby, Shoemaker Great 
Grimaby Pet Jan 80 Ord Jan 30° 
Wogs, Spenan, aaa Tailor , Pot Jan 25 


FE Muertos 


Bane. Wiss AM, deadlines bea 
) Midland Hotel, Station 4 


, Builder Fad Ns at 


Pet Jan 18 Ord Feb1 
Boot 


Expmepy, a y= 9 >} Lanes, 

Balford Pet Jan ‘an 30 
vo, Haan, Butiey, Fock t ines Dewsbury Poet Jan 
) Faraouns, Wittiam ue Penzance, Refreshment house 


, FRITORLEY J Anew sual” Kote, Farmer Derb: 
AN 
Pet Jan nord Jan bt r 





Wie; Sostee & Samvec, Biemingham, Auctioneer Birming- 


‘ " Dec 29 Ord Jan 28 

joopMAN, JoHN, March, Cambridges, 

Mey oe wb ds Manchester, Book. 

ARLES EST, y ~ 

og, Manchester Pet Feb 1. Ord Feb 1 

Houimes, Jouyx a= | Fairfield, Derby, 
Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 3 


Howe ts, Sauce. Joux, Blaina, Mon, Farmer 


Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Joxes, WILLIAMs, Merioneths, Tailor 


Blaenau Festiniog, 
Pet Jan 19 Ord —— 
Kirt.ey, Groner Coates, Ni Commercial 

Travelle: weastle on T Pet. Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Keeper, Sheffield Pet 


Engineer Peter- 


Haypey, 


r 

Ksicut, Tuomas, Worksop, 
Feb'1 Ord Feb 1 

Mercatre, Procrer, 

Pet Jan 

Miperey, ALbert, Horton, Bradford, 
Bradford Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Mircue tt, James, Hud: da, Greengroc:r Huddersfield 

a — 1 os Febl ma Oe man 

uTH, Evia’ nmawr, Brecons, lesman - 

egar Pet Feb Ord Feb 1 

Parker, Atyrep Henry, Bow High Court Pet Jan 30 
Ord Jan 30 

Pam, —_ 8, Anerley, Surrey Croydon Pet Dec 3 

an 

Pgacock, Rosert, West Hartlepool, Painter Sunderland 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 

— ~: er = Hampstead, Builder High Court Pet 


‘an 30 an 30 
Percy, James, South Tottenham, Watchmaker Edmonton 
Jani12 Ord Jan 30 


PILKINGTON, JaMEs, Wiean, Provision Dealer Wigan Pet 
Jan 30 Ord Jan 


an 
wong, Samvg1, ae. Salop, Grocer Wrexham Pet 
jan 81 Ord Jan 31 
aan Wiiuram Merraicx, Great Grimsby, poset 
Great Grimsby Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan3 
Rocers, ARTHUR bsg Ne Mon, Rene 


Newport, Feb 1 
Roruery, Frep, Halifax, Tobacc> Merchant Halifax 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 


quan: Grorce, Newcastle on Tyne, Butcher Newcastle 
on Pe J Jan 30 Ord Jaa 3) 

oe Se Bradford, Tailor Bradford Pet Jan 31 

jan 3 

Srevenson, Jouy Forsyta Tasamste Landport, P, i 
Merchant Portsmouth Pet Dec 39 a 33 “in 

Sroprorts, CHARLEs, Bolton Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 30 


Taytor, Ratpn, Houghton le i 
Durham Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


Turrtie, Rosgat Artur, Stock: Provision Dealer 
Pet Jan 27 Ord e 
Townxenp, Grores, Whitesmith Hudders- 
field Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan27 


Wesster, a al Great mrs Shoemaker Great 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 
Wiciiams, Gwitya, Tonypandy, Glam, Groser Pontypridd 
Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 31 
Woop, Gzonce, Liverpool, Tailor Liverpool Pet Jan 25 
Ord Jan 31 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Skryver, Freperick Hensesr, York, 
“"policiter Bund ( tee ety Hortunthorten} 
Adjud May 19, 1898 Annul July 21, 1898 


London Gazetie.—Tvesvay, Feb. 7. 


3» 
Bucxiaxp, Epwix, Sutton in Ashfield, Notti 
“Proprietor of Drag Stores Nottingham ne oe 


Feb 2 
Bextox, Roray Gentleman 
King Senee ~ Kine: Dee ee 


Cc 4 N y Ive it, Cheshire, Master 

iia “cheated "He fee Yd fob 

Cuattrx, Joux, Benhall, iolk, Carpenter Ipswich 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


Ciarg, Anruve, Hazelmere, Palmer's Green, 
Traveller Edmonton Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
and Leather Merchant 


CPienat hi hana on ee 
Crorr, Grorer, Starbeck, n me, Hay Dealer’s 
York Pet Feb 1 Qad 


Crort, Writiam, Bradford, Mattress Maker Bradford 
Pet Feb 1 Ord 





Feb 1 
Daxsist, Herserr, Boroughbridge, York, Grocer York 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Hanriey, Antuve Percy, Dalton, Huddersfield Hudders- 
field Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 
a Grorck ae jane Leicester sq, 
eweller High Court 
Haypex, Hewry, , Solicitor’s Clerk 
“Ont Feb 2 


Haypey, ee Seseeae, Soe High Court Pet 
was Ord 
Hoo Joun he ime Xieamt Victualler, 
, J > Stone Mer- 
Hvnsox, Cuaries Jony, rs Hem kero Ont Reb 3 
wk Ne Pet Fed 
Jonas, J Builder Pon 
“manners Sere - 
= Sa eee Ipswich 
Kiexaam, Joy, and Rrcnarv Kiecuam, Prince's Bad 
Res. 
Timber Dealer Birming- 
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Paturr, Wittiau Grorce, Mare st, Hackney High Court 
Pet Janil Ord Feb4 
a pcan Keeper 


Derby 


Ray Serace, Great Heath, Foleshill, Warwicks, 
Coven Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 
Rurrizs & Groner, Queen’s ter, St John’s Wood, Printers 
Court Pet Jani2 Ord Feb2 
SorgELL, Jouxn ALEXANDER, Beadon rd, Hammersmith, 
Livery stable Keeper High Court Pet Feb 2 2 Ord 


2 
BrezeLe, Rosert, Ken m ct Mansions, Kensii ail 
Marine Su:veyor HighCourt Pet Feb2 Ord F 
Tannten ees Hosson, Neasden High Court Pet Feb 
4 4 


ear! = James, Rochdale Rochdale Pet Feb2 Ord 
2 


Tuoursox, ABRAHAM, Potiniom, Confectioner’s Ware- 
houseman Nottingham Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
‘Wesp, Grorce Cuartes Westminster he ty Submarine 
tractor High Court Pet Feb 4 Feb 4 
Westiake, Hexry Exxest, Portsmouth, Draper Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 
Wuirsy, James, and Exxest Witwiam Ciark, Birming- 
ers Birmingham Pet Jan31 Ord Jan $1 
Witsos, James Richy, Birmingham, Mili Ornament 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 
Amendei notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Jan 31: 
Crapp, Freperick Lewis, Stokcinteignhead, 
Farmer Exeter Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 
Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Feb 3: 


SaLem, Moxav Isaac, Cheetham, seater, 
Manchester Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 3 


Dev. ns; 


Buyer 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Barker, James, Bradford, Boiler Repairer Feb 15 at ll 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

BLACKWELL, WALTER Joun, Chepstow, Meat Vendor Feb 
15at12 Off Ree, Westgate chmbre, Newport, Mon 

Bieaspae, GxoncE, Oswaldtwist! Lancs, Overlooker 
Feb 15 at 1 County court house, aceon n 

Botam, Joux, Newcastle on Tyne, Labourer Feb 15 at 
1130 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Barieriey, Wittiam, Barnley Feb 16 at 1.30 Eschange 

icholas st, Burnley 

Brooks, ig 5. aumien, Plumber Feb 16 at 12.39 Exchange 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

CagrTer, ig Coventry, Fruit Merchant Feb 23 at 11 

Hert st, Coventry 

Co.ts, thes Matcotm, Belvedere, ah, Oilman Feb 
20 at 11.30 115, High st, 

Csaort, GrorcE. Starbeck, ar Hazrogste, Hay Dealer’s 
Manager Feb 17 at 1215 Of Rec, 23, Stonegate, 


pater ogee Boroughbriige, York, Grocer Feb 20 

at12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 
wastsere Gzonce Hervert Sweet, Salisbury, Wilts, Corn 
t Febi6at12 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endless 


st, 
Fintn, Frep, Feb 14 at3 Off Ree, 
Bank 


Fuitrox, Hexry, Spend Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer 
Feb 14 at 11 Off Bec, 14, St "Paul’s sq, Bedfor d 

Friccens, ue Tuomas, Penzance, Refreshment 
House Keeper Feb 16 at 32 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Farrcn.ey, Joun Jame. Cossall, Notte, Farmer Feb 15 at 
330 OF Castle pl, Park st, Nottingham 
elsea gdns, Clerk Feb 14 


at 11 Carey st 

Garxen, EvizasetTu Bldgs, Carey ot York, Fancy Dealer 
Feb 17 at 11 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Gopwix, Joux Barn Juxes, Kast Stour, Dorsets, Horse 
Dealer Feb 16 at 11.30 Off Ree, City chmbrs, Endless 


st, Salisbury 
Gray, os Laton, aay Coal Merchant Feb 16 
at 10.30 Court house, Li 
i James, ene, “Boot Dealer Feb 21 at 12 
Hanars, Isaac, N Lancs, Market Gardener Feb 16at 
Nicholas st, Burnley 
Havvex, Wii11am, Sew Feb 15 at 2.0 Bank- 
ol Davin, , rd, Licensed Victualler 
Feb 15 at y bldgs, Carey st 
JoxEs, f Ante Grocer Feb 14 at 3 
Keup James, wh nasty Suffolk, Mill Feb 17 
Cimatmsa.ae 
, ARTHUR, Tunetall, statte Feb 15at11 Off 
Eee, King st, Newcastle under 
Mipeiry, — Horton, Bradford, Commercial Traveller 
Feb 16at11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
we, James ALynep, Yeovil, Agent Feb 
16 at 1230 Off Rec, Endless 
¥, Sir Witttam Roper, , Baronet 
Feb 15 at 10.20 Off Rec, 5, Petty , Cambridge 
Joux, , Garey Feb 14 at 2.20 nk- 
Arrive, pepsin, Com Merchant Feb 14 
at2 Off Bee, Cambridge junction, High st, Ports- 
Peace, Wits, | om Builder Feb 164t12 Bank- 
Percy, 4auxs, South Tottenham, Wettmaher Feb 17 at 
3 Off Ree, 


Temple chm Temp'e a 
rOmateee Wittras, Dromptes te, a Btationer Feb 


y, York, Grocer 
Batley 


Gattwey, Cottey i = AN, 


15 at 11 bidgs, Carey ad 
, Wiis Nicnorss , Costlemartin, Peres, Farm 
Feb 17 at 12 Temperance hall, Pembroke 


Dock 
Borueny, Fe Tobacco Merchant Feb 2 at 11 
Of Hee Tomah nt 


Row, Gizss' _ 


St Leonard’s 
Feb 14 at 2.15 ihe as Sons, 


Hastings 

Serper, Gzorcr, Newcastle on Tyne, Butcher Feb 15 at 12 
Off Rec, 30, Mosley st Newcastle on Tyne 

Srits, Jouy, and Wiuttiam Forp, Leeds, Rag Merchants 

. Feb i. ul ye Park row, Leeds ak 

'aytor, Epwarp Hewry, ww, Shipping Cler 

Feb 15at12 Bankruptcy st 

Wicxuam, Epwarp Provis, Jermyn st Feb 16 at 11 
Bankrw bid; st 


ptcy Carey 
Winter, GrorcE, East Keal, Lincs, Agricultural le- 
ment Agent Feb 23 at 12.15 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West 
st, Boston 
Wricut, Heyny Joux, Plaistow Feb 15 at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Benyett, Gzonce, Bromsgrove, Grocer Worcester Pet 
Janis Ord Feb1 

Biore, Henry Lessey, Metehectes, Chemist Manchester 

> Pet Jan 23 = Feb 4, F e High 

OTTLE, JouN, New s 7 ulham, Grocer 

Court Pet Ji ew Hing ab 2 

Bucxianp, Epwrx, Sutton in Ashfield, Nottinghams, 
Proprietor of Drug Stores Nottingham Pet Feb 2 
Ord Feb 2 

CanrBELL, Norman McIver, 
Mariner Birkenbead Pet Feb1 Ord 
Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

CowprEN, Jonny, Alsag Chester, 
Maccl esfield’ Pet Dec 22 Ord Feb 2 

Crort, Gerorce, Starbeck, nr easapate, Hay Dealer's 

Manager York Pet Feb1 Ord F 

Crort, Wii11am, Bradford, Mattress Rtaker 
Pet Feb 1 Feb 1 


High Co court Pet Dec9 Ord Feb 2 
Fuirrox, Henry, Luton, Bedford, Straw 
turer Luton Pet Jan 27 oontF Feb 2 
Gatiwey, Cottey GRatTay, 
Clerk’ Court Pet Feb1 O 
Gites, Samvet Heouey, Westbury, Wilts, Butcher Frome 
Pet Jani Ord Feb 2 
Haervey, Arruve Percy, Dalton, Huddersfield Hudders- 
field Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
IiaypeN, Hesry, Greenheys, Manchester, Solicitor’s Clerk 
Manchester Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb 2 
Herournixeros, Atzert Epwarp, Albert rd, Peckham, 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jan 13 Ord 


Feb 2 
Davin, Clapham rd, Pee Victualler 


Hooper, Jous 
High Court Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 

Hupsox, Cuartes Joux, Hessle, York, Chalk Stone 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 2 Ord 

eb 2 

BRC KgOX. Bhefficld, Butcher Sheffield Pet 
Fb4 

Joxzs, James Paricz, Abercynon, Glamorgans, Builder 
Pontypridd Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 

Kemp, Ropert James, ~ oe Suffolk, Miller Ipswich 
Pet Feb1 Feb 1 


Kinguam, Jonys, and Ricnarp Kirxnam, Princes End, 
Staffs, Colliery Proprietors Dudley Pet Feb3 Ord 
b 3 


Lewis, GEORGE, Boren, Herefords, Baker Worcester 
aa. tog ar yk. U North-street, Poplar, 
Lvcgiz, Catuentne Janz, Upper “8 
Dealer in Clothing High Court Pet Feb 2 Ord 


Pavrrer, Aanox, Chesterfield, Fish Dealer Chesterfield 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 8 

Pensixotos, Atsert, Huddersfiel Berthawee Keeper 
Huddersfield Pet Feb2 Ord Fi 

Prrrock, Eowrs, Upper Walmer, Kent, Butcher Canter- 
bury Pet Jan 25 Ord Feb4 

Raspie, Artuve, Great Heath, Foleshill, Warwicks, 
Builder Coventry Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 


Bariey, James WIiLreep Mourrayt, 
Builder Portsmouth Pet Jan 12 "Ord Feb 1 


Wi.ias, 
Ord Feb 4 


astings Pet Jan31 Ord Feb4 
Sarcuet,, TuHomas, Temple chmbrs. Temple ay High 
Court Pet Nov 28 Ord Feb 2 
Siteer, Marrix, Lombard st, Merchant High Court Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Feb 2 


Tarrersatt, James, Rochdale Rochdale Tet Fib 2 
Ord Feb 2 


Tnompson, Apr amas agham Pot Confectioner’s Ware- 
houseman et Feb2 Ord Feb 2 


ee Hanes, Ba , Chester Manchester Pet Jan 
17 


Sgremont, Sake, Master | 


, Hants, | 


Cuartiy, Jous, Benhall, Suffolk, Carpenter Ipswich Pet | 
Travelling Draper | 


Bradford 
Exprip, Watter Percy, Old Jewry, Chartered Accountant | 
Hat Manufac- | 
arms get Stockbroker’s | 


Wests, samt, Betiet, Beerhouse Keeper Bradford 


Wuuitsy, James, and Exyest WittiAm C.Arg, Birmingham, 
Builders et Jan 31 Ord Feb 2 

Wuiteseap, Wittiam, Ashton under Lyne, Grocer Ash- 
ton Lyne PetJani2 Ord Feb 38 

Wixxixson, Joux Barrert, Tho 
Oldham Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 28 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette for Jan. 31 


Puiturrs, Tuomas Henry, Greenmeadow, Bryncoch, nr 
Bridgend, Collier Cardiff Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 


» Lancs, Farmer 


Ali letters tniended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 











| 


non, Soon eT, 8t Leonards on Sea, Lodging house Keeper | 


cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s, WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soutorrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s.; by Post, 28s. Volwmes bownd at the 
office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 5s. 6d. 


Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, i ts requested that 
ception 5 te desscentin direct to the Publisher. 


EWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE & GATES- 
HEAD GAS COMPANY. 





SALE OF ORDINARY STOCK 





NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN, that the Directors have 
instructed Mr. ROBERT MAOK, Auctioneer, to SELL BY 
AUCTION, at the Offices of the Com: mapeay, Ge ag 
West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Cu esday, the 22nd 
a of February, 1899, at Half-pist Twelve o'clock in the 
afternoon, TWENTY-FIVE THOUSAND POUNDS 
ORDINARY STOCK of the NEWCASTLE-UPON-TYNE 
AND GATESHEAD GAS COMPANY, being part of the 
moneys authorized to be raised by the Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne and Gateshead Gas Act, 1894. 

For conditions of saJe and further particulars apply to 


the undersigned. 
THOS. WADDOM, Secretary. 
Offices : 35, Grainger-street West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne. 
1st February, 1899. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE AGA MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT. 


To Her Mojetie, the the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench eben of London, & &e. 








ROBES FOR quaaits COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 


and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 


Law W: 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





Funds exceed - 


UITY AND LAW 


ewe ASSURANOZ SOOITET TZ. 
ESTABLISHED 


1844. 


£3,200,000. 


LONG-TERM POLICIES AT LOW RATES, with right to change 
to ordinary Assurances, thus giving 


THE GHEAPEST ASSURANCE PROCURABLE. 


Write for NEW PROSPECTUS, containing full information and other important 


alterations, to 





SECRETARY, 16, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, LONDON. 
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